TUESDAY,  APRIL  19,  1977 

PART  II 


INTERSTATE 

COMMERCE 

COMMISSION 


EVALUATION  OF  EIGHT 
LIGHT-DENSITY  RAIL  LINES 
IN  MARYLAND 


203% 


NOTICES 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

EVALUATION  OF  EIGHT  UGHT-DENSITY 
RAIL  LINES  IN  MARYLAND 

The  Rail  Services  Planning  Office  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
is  publishing  herewith  the  results  of 
evaluations  of  eight  light-density  rail 
Unes  in  Maryland.  These  evaluations 
were  performed  at  the  request  of  the 
State  of  Maryland,  which  was  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  205(e)  (2)  of  the  Re¬ 
gional  Rail  Reorganization  Act  of  1973. 
as  amended,  45  UJS.C.  701. 

Robert  L.  Os^vald, 

Secretary. 

Preface 

On  April  15,  1976,  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  exercised  its  right  under  section 
205(e)  (2)  of  the  Regicmal  Rail  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  to  re¬ 
quest  that  the  Rail  Services  Planning 
Office  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  evaluate  the  economic  vi¬ 
ability  of  eight  light-density  lines  within 
the  State  of  Maryland.  These  lines  were 
excluded  from  the  restructured  rail  sys¬ 
tem  which  resulted  from  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  the  F’inal  System  Plan  of  the 
United  States  Railway  Association.  Since 
the  State  of  Maryland  made  its  request, 
the  Office  has  conducted  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  study  of  each  of  the  eight  lines.  The 
findings  which  have  resulted  from  that 
study  are  contained  in  this  report. 

Many  individuals  and  organizations 
went  to  considerable  trouble  to  develop 
relevant  facts  and  estimates  necessary 
for  the  completicm  of  this  work.  We  are 
grateful  to  them  all  and  wish  that  we 
could  mention  every  one  by  name.  We 
do  want  to  express  special  appreciation 
to  Charles  H.  Smith,  David  A.  Wagner, 
and  John  R.  Renfrow  of  the  Maryland 
Department  of  Transportation.  The  var¬ 
ious  Federal  ag^cies  and  departments 
involved  in  the  restructuring  process 
also  sui^lied  useful  information  and 
technical  assistance  to  the  study.  Finally, 
a  word  of  appreciation  is  in  order  to  the 
himdreds  of  Maryland  rail  patrons  and 
business  leaders  who  gave  generously  of 
their  time  and  whose  patience  and  un¬ 
derstanding  during  the  field  investiga¬ 
tions  by  the  ^PO  Project  Teams  helped 
to  make  this  report  possible. 

None  of  the  individuals  or  organiza¬ 
tions  which  assisted  in  the  course  of  the 
study  shares  any  of  the  responsibility 
for  the  findings  here  reported:  however, 
it  should  be  noted  that  a  large  amoirnt 
of  the  material  on  which  oiir  findings 
are  based  was  furnished  to  us  by  various 
individuals  and  organizaticms.  We  ex¬ 
pect  that  there  might  be  honest  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  as  to  the  correctness  of 
our  approach,  our  methodology,  our  data 
and  our  recommendati(«s.  In  spite  of 
these  differences,  we  believe  that  our 
report  will  be  useful  to  the  State  of 
Maryland  and  its  rail  patrons. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  this  is  a 
staff  report  of  the  Rail  Services  Planning 
Office.  It  has  not  been  (rfOcially  adopted 
by  the  Interstate  Ccmunerce  C(Mnmissi(m 


and  does  not  necessarily  represent  the 
Commission’s  viewpoint. 

Alan  M.  Fitzwatxr, 

Director, 

Rail  Services  Planning  Office. 

Introduction 

The  issuance  of  the  Pinal  System  Plan 
by  the  United  States  Railway  Associa¬ 
tion  in  July,  1975,  represented  the  final 
step  in  the  planning  process  to  restruc¬ 
ture  the  bankrupt  railroads  of  the 
Northeast-Midwest  region  into  a  profit¬ 
able  new  system.  Of  all  the  issues  raised 
during  the  restructuring  process,  none 
aroused  more  widespread  public  Interest 
and  debate  than  the  issue  of  light- 
density  lines.  It  is  not  surprising  that 
this  issue  generated  such  controversy, 
since  the  economic  future  of  many  of  the 
communities  and  businesses  served  by 
such  lines  was  in  jeopardy.  Close  to  500 
light-density  lines  were  classified  in  the 
Final  System  Plan  as  not  recommended 
for  inclusion  in  Conrail;  '  in  other  words, 
unless  provision  was  made  for  the  op¬ 
eration  of  these  lines  pursuant  to  a  sub¬ 
sidy  agreement,  rail  service  over  them 
was  to  cease  April  1,  1976.  Many  of  the 
excluded  lines  are  presently  being  oper¬ 
ated  under  subsidy;  others  are  no  longer 
in  operation. 

Throughout  the  planning  period  lead¬ 
ing  up  to  the  adoption  of  the  Final  Sys¬ 
tem  Plan,  there  W8is  consistent  public  op¬ 
position  to  the  exclusion  of  light-density 
lines  from  the  restructured  system.  The 
public  response  to  both  the  Preliminary 
and  Pinal  System  Plans  was  highly  criti¬ 
cal  of  the  method  by  which  USRA  de¬ 
termined  which  light-density  lines  were 
to  be  included  in  the  restructured  system. 
The  primary  criticisms  were:  that  the 
approach  of  USRA  was  too  negative; 
that  its  methodology  was  too  dependent 
upon  hypothetical  conditions  and  statis¬ 
tical  application  of  incomplete  data;^ 
that  it  placed  too  much  reliance  on  an 
inaccurate  and/or  inadequate  data  base; 
that  it  failed  to  conduct  on-site  exami¬ 
nation  of  local  rail  service  operations; 
and  that  it  used  profit  as  a  measure  of 

'  The  following  abbreviations  are  used 
throughout  this  report:  “Conrail”  refers  to 
the>  Consolidated  Ball  Corporation;  “Final 
System  Plan"  or  “F8P”  refers  to  the  Final 
System  Plan  of  USRA;  “ICC”  or  “the  Com¬ 
mission”  refers  to  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission;  “Preliminary  System  Plan”  or 
“PSP”  refers  to  the  Preliminary  System 
Plan  of  USRA;  “RRR  Act”  or  “Act”  refers  to 
the  Regional  Rail  Reorganization  Act  of  1973, 
as  amended;  “RRRR  Act”  or  “4R  Act”  refers 
to  the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regula¬ 
tory  Reform  Act  of  1976;  “BSPO”  or  “the 
Office”  refers  to  the  Rail  Services  Planning 
Office  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion;  “SMSA"  refers  to  Standard  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Statistical  Area;  and  “USRA"  or  “the 
Association”  refers  to  the  United  States  Rail¬ 
way  Association. 

*lt  should  be  noted  that  factual  evidence 
to  support  the  validity  of  claims  about  light- 
density  lines  is  not  readUy  available  and  Is 
often  fragmented,  contradictory  and  unre¬ 
liable,  making  it  difficult  to  validate  any 
model  or  statistic. 


viability  almost  to  the  exclusicm  of  other 
Congressicmal  goals.' 

In  resp<mse  to  the  widespread  public 
criticism  of  USRA’s  methodology.  Con¬ 
gress  enacted  a  provision  whereby  any 
State  in  the  Northeast-Midwest  region 
could  request  the  RSPO  to  evaluate  the 
economic  viability  of  any  light-density 
line  in  that  State  excluded  from  the  re¬ 
structured  system.  That  provision,  sec¬ 
tion  205(e)  (2)  of  the  Regimial  Rail  Re- 
organizaticm  Act  of  1973,  as  amended, 
gives  RSPO  the  following  duty : 

Upon  the  request  of  a  State  In  the  region, 
within  90  days  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regula¬ 
tory  Reform  Act  of  1976,  the  Office  shall  pre¬ 
pare  and  publish  an  evaluation  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  viability  of  any  or  all  llght-denslty 
lines  within  such  State  which  are  not  des¬ 
ignated  for  Inclusion  In  the  final  system  plan. 
Such  an  evaluation  shall  Include  an  analysis 
of  the  actions  which  may  be  necessary  to 
make  the  operation  of  rail  service  over  any 
such  line  economical.  The  results  of  each 
such  evaluation  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
requesting  State  and  published  In  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  not  later  than  1  year  after  the 
date  such  request  is  received  by  the  Office.* 

The  States  of  Indiana,  Maryland,  New 
Jersey  and  Pennsylvania  filed  requests 
pursuant  to  this  provision.  This  report 
summarizes  the  results  of  the  evalua¬ 
tions  which  were  performed  on  those 
lines  included  in  the  request  of  the  State 
of  Maryland  (See  Appendix  A) . 

Excluded  Light-Density  Line  Study 
Procedure 

Study  Process  and  Data.  After  consid¬ 
ering  the  various  alternative  approaches, 
the  Office  decided  to  conduct  an  analysis 
based  on  a  survey  of  the  excluded  branch 
lines  and  affected  communities.  The  case 
study  approach,  including  extensive  field 
research,  was  selected  because  the  Office 
concluded  that  such  a  technique  would 
provide  a  better  understanding  and  ap¬ 
preciation  of  economic  viability.*  The  ap¬ 
proach  also  makes  possible  discovery  of 
various  available  alternatives  through 

*RaU  Services  Planning  Office,  Evaluation 
of  the  U.S.  Railway  Association’s  Preliminary 
System  Plan  (Washington:  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  April  28,  1976) ,  pp.  14- 
16. 

*90  Stat.  57  (1976). 

*  The  advantages  of  performing  the  analysis 
of  Ught-denslty  lines  through  extensive  field 
research  include:  (1)  the  data  are  of  a  higher 
degree  of  accuracy;  (2)  the  analyst  has  the 
opp(Hi:unlty  to  Insure  that  Information  Is 
in  balance  and  Internally  consistent,  l.e.,  he 
Is  able  to  avoid  Imputing  magnitudes  and 
forcing  or  stretching  the  data  by  a  variety  of 
techniques  normally  necessary  when  using 
a  “selected”  sample.  The  use  of  quantitative 
methods,  far  from  being  Incompatible  with 
the  case-study  method.  Is  occasionally  es¬ 
sential  to  It.  Nevertheless,  it  Is  true  that 
many  fundamental  phases  of  a  case  study  are 
nonquantitatlve — phases  such  as  the  ana¬ 
lyses  of  the  rail  Infrastructure,  for  example. 
In  these  the  data  must  be  assembled  and 
analyzed,  the  relationships  discovered  and 
described,  and  the  conclusions  presented.  In 
non-statlstloal  form.  No  attempt  has  been 
made  to  cloak  this  study  in  quantitative 
model  mysticism.  A  straight  forward  analy¬ 
tical  approMh  has  been  used,  based  on  the 
best  data  made  available  to  RSPO. 
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(m-slte  inspecUon  ot  raJlroad  inropertleB 
and  opaattoos.  Extensive  and  In-depth 
personal  Interviews,  with  those  parties 
most  affected  by  the  problems  resiiltng 
from  exclusion  ot  branch  lines,  allow  for 
thorough  examination  of  the  cmicemg 
and  objections  that  have  been  voiced  on 
the  light-density  line  issue. 

The  study  of  the  RSPO  was  divided 
into  three  phases:  data  collection  and 
literature  search;  extensive  field  re¬ 
search  and  analysis  of  data;  and  draft¬ 
ing  of  the  final  report,  including  de¬ 
velopment  oi  recommendations. 

The  research  was  divided  into  the  fol¬ 
lowing  five  categories: 

(1)  An  extensive  literature  search  was  un¬ 
dertaken.  Including  a  review  of  the  USRA’s 
light-density  line  analysis  approach;  nu¬ 
merous  Interviews  were  conducted  with  civic 
associations  and  business  and  government  of¬ 
ficials  to  gather  pertinent  Information. 

(2)  Business  and  Government  entitles 
were  asked  to  offer  their  comments  and 
views. 

(3)  Frequent  staff  meetings  were  held  with 
State  agencies  and  officials  connected  with 
the  project. 

(4)  An  excluded  raU  line  questionnaire 
was  developed  and  field  tested  for  the  coUec- 
tlon  ot  Information  concerning  each  Une’s 
characteristics:  operational,  physical,  patron 
and  traffic. 

(fi)  On -site  Inspections  and  In-depth  Inter¬ 
views  were  conducted  by  multl-dlsclpllne  re¬ 
search  teams;  these  teams  consisted  of  a  cost 
analyst,  an  economle/marketlng  analyst  and 
a  railroad  operations  an- '  -d;. 

Limitations.  Certain  limitations  must 
be  recognized  as  inherent  in  the  very  na¬ 
ture  of  this  tjrpe  of  an  undertaking.*  The 
scope  of  the  project  is  defined  by  statute, 
and  certain  examinatiors  by  other  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  have  already  preced¬ 
ed  this  study.  Therefore,  the  F  ’T’ose  of 
the  study  is  not  to  redefine  problems  or 
reestablish  issues  but  to  perform  the 
mandatory  evaluation  and  to  produce 

*It  was  not  possible,  within  the  scope  of 
the  present  study,  to  make  a  complete  anal- 
j  sis  of  the  total  environment  In  which  the 
llght-denslty  Unes  operate  because  there  was 
not  enough  time;  some  of  the  data  needed 
Is  unavailable;  the  cost  of  data  collection 
greatly  exceeded  the  benefit;  and  there  were 
certain  legal  restraints.  It  was  necessary, 
therefore,  to  limit  the  scope  of  the  study  and 
to  leave  other  Issues  for  later  study  and  ap¬ 
praisal  by  the  Individual  States.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  the  RSPO  did  not  attempt  to  make  any 
assessment  of  adverse  community  Impacts 
nor  to  undertake  a  detailed  study  of  those 
Individual  Industries  which  are  located  on 
the  excluded  llght-denslty  lines.  Further 
study  would  be  needed,  at  a  much  greater 
degree  of  specificity  than  was  possible  In  the 
current  study,  to  estimate  service  and  price 
elasticities  of  demand  for  rail  transportation 
by  commodity  class  or  by  changes  In  Inter- 
modal  competitive  attitudes.  The  rrcr-'nt 
study  Is  designed  to  develop  relevant  facts 
and  make  recommendations  that  ultimately 
must  be  transformed  Into  actions  by  those 
most  vitally  concerned  with  their  execution. 
This  Report  does  not  make  recommendations 
as  to  whether  an  Individual  llght-denslty  line 
should  or  should  not  be  subsidized.  It  does 
make 'a  series  of  recommendations  which 
provide  the  Information  necessary  to  make 
operation  of  rail  servlee  over  the  studied 
lines  economical. 


recommendations  as  to  whet  is  necessary 
to  make  operaUan  of  rail  services  over 
the  studied  Unes  eecnomicaL 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  the 
development  of  Information  for  the  dif¬ 
ferent  lines  was  uneven,  and,  therefore, 
the  individual  studies  of  th-  lines  them¬ 
selves  will-  vary  considerably  in  depth 
and  length.  Moreover,  it  was  not  possible 
in  generating  line  data  to  develop  cause 
and  effect  relationships  among  such 
things  as  service  declines,  deferred  main¬ 
tenance,  increased  cost  and  rate  levels, 
individual  economic  and  distribution 
changes  and  traffic  losses.  In  addition, 
it  was  extremely  difficult  to  estimate 
future  traffic  levels  because  of  prevailing 
conditions  and  the  inability  to  conduct 
an  individual  Industry  analysis.*  Con¬ 
sequently,  estimates  of  both  future  traf¬ 
fic  and  cost  levels  for  individual  ex¬ 
cluded  lines  were  developed  largely 
from  both  empirical  evidence  and  extrap¬ 
olations.  Unfortunately,  historical  cost 
data  on  these  particular  lines  are  not 
an  accurate  measure  of  future  avoidable 
costs. 

An  attempt  to  develop  reasonably  ac¬ 
curate  estimates  of  the  economic  viabili¬ 
ty  of  immediate  areas  served  by  excluded 
lines  was  thwarted  somewhat  by  the  ag¬ 
gregation  levels  of  statistical  data.  Thus, 
the  bulk  of  the  information  dealing  with 
the  economic  structure  of  the  areas 
served  by  the  individual  lines  is  based 
upon  county  and  regional  data.  While 
the  data  contains  much  that  is  relevant 
and  useful,  the  reader  is  well  advised 
to  consider  that  the  application  of  such 
macro-data  to  individual  line  segments 
could  possibly  produce  inaccurate  con¬ 
clusions. 

Even  after  the  most  comprehensive 
and  exhaustive  examination,  some  sig¬ 
nificant  factors  may  still  r^ain  un¬ 
discovered.  This  means  that  somewhat 

*  Tbe  RSPO  staff  concluded  that  no  single 
econometrics  model  could  be  utilized  to  ac¬ 
curately  reproduce  tbe  imlque  conditions  on 
the  Individual  llght-denslty  lines  requested 
for  study.  Not  only  would  the  development 
of  such  a  model  be  extremely  time  consum¬ 
ing  and  expensive,  even  assvunlng  the  needed 
data  were  available,  but  many  of  tbe  relation¬ 
ships  would  necessarily  remain  Judgmental, 
Impressionistic  or  arbitrary.  Also,  a  series 
of  “single”  situations  would  not  lend  them¬ 
selves  to  experimental  procedures.  Several 
approaches  were  examined,  for  example, 
establishment  of  control  conditions  which 
could  be  used  to  test  the  viabUlty  of  one 
llght-denslty  line  against  another.  Com¬ 
parison  of  particular  aspects  of  other  llght- 
denslty  lines  now  In  existence  and  profitable 
was  examined,  but  because  of  the  multi¬ 
plicity  of  variant  factors — size;  geographic 
distribution;  historical  development;  In¬ 
dustry  characteristics  and  mix;  time  vari¬ 
ance;  traffic  and  distribution  fiow  patterns, 
etc. — this  approach  was  found  Insufficient 
for  use  In  this  analysis.  There  appectrs  to 
be  no  abstract  standard  of  composition  or 
structure  of  size  or  fimctlonal  efficiency  by 
which  a  llght-denslty  line’s  viability  may 
be  measured:  moreover,  comparative  stand¬ 
ards  have  not  been  developed  with  any  degree 
of  abcuracy  which  would  permit  comparison 
to  the  unique  sltuatlona  presented  by  the 
studied  lines. 


leas  Hum  absolute  validity  must  be  at¬ 
tached  to  the  ‘'facts”  assembled  In  siich 
a  fluid  atmosphffipe.  The  implication  as 
to  the  need  for  caution 'in  Interpreting 
the  assembled  data  is  clear. 

USRA  Light-Dbnsitt  Lms  Analysis 

Essential  to  a  basic  understanding  of 
this  report  Is  a  familiarity  with  the  gen¬ 
eral  approach  adopted  by  the  USRA  in 
the  sdMtion  of  those  Ught-dmsity  lines 
of  the  bankrupt  railroads  which  were 
to  be  included  restructured  system.  USRA 
stated  in  Its  approach  to  branch  line 
viability  In  the  following  manner  in  its 
Final  System  Plan: 

First,  lines  were  iM^zted  which,  by  tbe 
volume  of  tralfic  originated  or  terminated, 
appeared  to  be  submarginal  (see  PSP.  p. 
336).  Tbe  Initial  screening  process,  due  to 
the  magnitude  of  the  analytical  task,  was 
relatively  brocul.  The  definition  of  what  con¬ 
stituted  a  “line”  for  study  was  also  Im¬ 
precise.  often  following  historical  definitions 
which  later  proved  related  neither  to  present 
economic  nor  operational  boundaries. 

Second,  tbe  latest  data  were  collected  on 
traffic  volumes  and  revenue  levels,  future 
traffic  possibilities,  current  condition  of  the 
tracks  and  faculties,  cost  of  rehabilitation, 
service  characteristics  and  Identification  of 
shippers  on  each  line.  Data  and  Information 
from  the  bearings  conducted  by  RSPO  were 
Identified  by  line  segment,  as  was  informa¬ 
tion  about  specific  operating  problems  and 
shipper  concerns  which  was  gained  Inform- 
aUy  during  the  last  one  and  one-half  years 
(see  PSP,  p.  386).  During  the  review  process 
a  nrunber  of  lines  were  subsegmented.  Each 
subsection  was  further  analyzed  to  determine 
if  the  cubsectlon  might  be  self-sustaining 
even  If  It  appeared  that  the  entire  line 
would  not  be  or  If  a  portion  of  tbe  line  was 
cross  subsidizing  the  remainder. 

Third,  each  line  was  analyzed  to  determine 
whether  revenues  generated  in  1973  by  traffic 
originating  on  or  destined  to  tbe  line  were 
sufficient  to  cover  the  variable  costs  directly 
attributable  to  that  traffic  In  that  year.* 

Fourth,  If  a  Une  did  cover  Its  variable  costs. 
Including  adequate  maintenance  and  re¬ 
quired  upgrading  for  that  year,  it  was  In¬ 
cluded  In  the  restructured  system. 

Fifth,  If  the  branch  Une  failed  this  test, 
an  analysis  was  coiKlucted  to  determine  If 
(It  could  cover  its  variable  costs]  either  by 
a  modest  rate  increase  (10  percent  or  less) 
or  with  an  expected  Immediate  traffic  In¬ 
crease.  Jf,  this  was  found  to  be  the  case,  the 
line  was  Included  In  the  restructured  system. 

Sixth,  If  the  line  did  not  cover  such  costs, 
even  with  reasonable  rate  Increases  and  ex¬ 
pected  traffic  growth,  a  review  was  conducted 
to  determine  whether  the  line  had  connec¬ 
tions  to  other  carriers.  Where  such  potential 
exist  (ed],  the  connecting  carrier  was  pro- 

■Tbe  USRA  based  Its  light-density  Une 
economic  viability  analysis  on  the  carriers’ 
1073  traffic,  revenue  and  unit  costs  and  as¬ 
sumed  efficient  operations.  The  basic  steps 
were  as  foUows: 

1.  Establish  total  branch  line-generated 
revenue. 

3.  Then  subtract  In  tbe  following  order 
these  cost  Items;  (a)  on-branch  oporatlng 
costs,  (b)  on-branch  maintenance  costs,  (c) 
on-branch  return  on  net  salvage  value,  (d) 
on-branch  overhead  costs,  (e)  off -branch 
operating  costs,  and  (f)  up-gnuUng  costs. 

See:  United  States  RaUway  Association, 
Preliminary  System  Plan ;  Volume  n  (Wash¬ 
ington:  United  Stfites  RaUway  Association, 
February  26,  1976),  p.  337. 
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vided  the  data  and  Information  necessary  to 
assess  the  line’s  potential  ylabllity. 

Seventh,  If  a  line  met  none  of  the  first  five 
criteria,  it  was  recommended  as  a  candidate 
either  for  abandonment  or  subsidy  *  *  *.* 

Accordingly,  for  a  line  to  be  included 
in  the  restructured  system,  it  had  to  be 
one  that: 

(Was)  capable  of  generating  sufficient  rev¬ 
enue  to  cover  f4>prozimately  90  percent  of 
the  costs  incurred  on  the  light-density  line 
Itself  as  well  as  the  variable  costs  of  moving 
that  branch-line-generated  traffic  over  other 
lines  to  its  destination  and  interchange  with 
another  rail  carrier; 

WhUe  not  currently  self-sustaining, 
(could)  be  made  viable  by  reasonable  rate 
adjustments  (10  percent  or  less);  or 

While  not  currently  self-sustaining, 
(would)  be  made  so  because  of  identifiable 
traffic  growth  in  the  near  future."* 

In  making  its  individual  determina¬ 
tion  of  branch  line  self-sufficiency,  the 
USRA  stated  that  the  key  questions 
were: 

What  are  the  costs  of  continuing  service? 
WUl  there  be  sufficient  line-generated  reve¬ 
nue  to  cover  these  costs?  What  is  the  near- 
term  traffic  growth  potential  of  the  lines? 
Are  there  recoverable  fossil  fuel  deposits  on 
the  line?  “ 

Of  these  key  questions,  the  most  im¬ 
portant,  from  an  economic  viability 
viewpoint — future  prospects  for  traffic 
growth — was  by  far  the  most  difficult  to 
ascertain.  The  1973  traffic  data  used  by 
the  USRA  in  its  light-density  line 
analysis  represented  a  single  point  in 
time  xmder  unique  circumstances.  Ob¬ 
viously,  time  changes  the  circumstances 
and  hence  the  results.  Future  projec¬ 
tions  based  upon  past  trends  are  only  as 
accurate  as  the  relationship  of  past 
trends  are  to  the  future  circumstances. 
This  relationship  was  almost  impossible 
for  the  USRA  to  predict,  especially  in 
light  of  the  structural  changes  exi>ected 
to  result  from  implementation  of  the 
FSP  and  the  unpredictable  reaction  of 
industry  and  other  modes  of  transporta¬ 
tion  to  those  changes.  RSPO  concluded 
that  the  only  way  to  overcome  this 
particular  dilemma  was  to  conduct  on¬ 
site  examinations  and  to  consult  with 
local  rail  patrons  and  other  interested 
parties,  including  State  agencies,  of¬ 
ficials,  etc.,  and  local  governments  and 
former  rail  patrons.  We  also  concluded 
that  our  approach  should  emphasize 
local  variations  and  individual  situa¬ 
tions.  These  conclusions  formed  the 
basis  for  the  procedures  adopted  by 
RSPO  in  conduct  of  its  investigation  of 
excluded  light-density  rail  lines. 

Maryland’s  Approach  to  the  Analysis 
OF  Light-Density  Lines 

On  June  21.  1970,  the  Penn  Central 
Transportation  Company  filed  a  petition 
under  Section  77  with  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of 

<*  United  States  Railway  Association,  Final 
System  Plan:  V(fiume  n  (Washington: 
idnlted  States  Railway  Association,  July  26, 
1976),  p.  5. 

» Ibid. 

Preliminary  System  PUn:  Volume  I,  op. 
cit.,  p.  103. 


Pennsylvsmia,  thereby  becoming  a  debtor 
in  reorganization.  The  bankruptcy  of 
the  Penn  Central  Transportatlcm  Com¬ 
pany,  along  with  that  of  other  railroads 
in  the  Northeastern  United  States,  was 
a  major  shock  and  became  a  topic  of 
concern  to  the  Administration,  Congress, 
the  Department  of  Transportaticm,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and 
the  States,  local  communities,  and 
shippers  served  by  those  railroads.  Pro¬ 
posed  solutions  to  the  problem  very 
nearly  match  the  number  of  parties  in¬ 
volved.  However,  one  of  the  common 
threads  in  the  solutions,  whether  they 
were  proposed  by  the  railroads.  Congress, 
the  ICC  or  others,  was  that  if  an  eco¬ 
nomically  sound  and  efficient  rail  net¬ 
work  was  to  emerge  in  the  Northeast, 
considerable  pruning  of  uneconomical 
lines  was  believed  to  be  necessary." 

Realizing  that  the  State  of  Maryland 
was  faced  with  the  threat  of  substantial 
rail  line  abandonments,  (jrovemor  Mar¬ 
vin  Mandel  in  1972  appointed  a  (jrov- 
emor’s  Steering  Committee  on  Railroad 
Abandonments.  The  Committee  under¬ 
took  to  study  the  entire  question  and 
scope  of  possible  abandonment  plans,  the 
effects  any  proposed  abandonments 
would  have  on  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Maryland  and  its  political  subdivisions, 
and  the  actions  might  be  taken  by  the 
State.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  State 
had  had  no  experience  in  dealing  with 
abandonments  on  such  a  scale,  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  through  the  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Economic  and  Community  De¬ 
velopment,  entered  into  a  contract  on 
June  29,  1972,  with  the  Public  Interest 
Economics  Center  (PIE-C),  located  in 
Washington,  D.C.  PIE-C  undertook  to 
study  the  question  of  railroad  abandon¬ 
ments  and  to  advise  the  Committee  on 
the  issues,  the  available  alternatives  and 
a  suitable  strategy  for  the  State.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  PIE-C  agreed  to  explore  the  na¬ 
ture  and  magnitude  of  the  problem  of 
abandonments  and  to  accumulate  the 
basic  data  for  dealing  with  them.  Finally, 
PIE-C  was  to  made  recommendations  for 
State  action  regarding  alternative  pol¬ 
icies  and  actions  available  to  the  State 
for  each  line  under  study. 

A  far-sightedness  of  (governor  Mandel 
and  the  swiftness  of  the  Steering  Com¬ 
mittee  and  PIE-C  resulted  in  the  State’s 
publication  of  a  report,  containing  its 
analsrsis  and  recommendations  on  poten¬ 
tially  excess  Penn  Central  rail  segments, 
approximately  21  months  prior  to  the 
release  of  the  USRA’s  Preliminary  Sys- 


i^By  Memorandum  and  Order  No.  1261, 
dated  July  3,  1973,  the  Court  directed  the 
Trustees  of  the  property  of  the  debtor  to  file 
with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
their  plan  of  reorganization  for  the  debtor, 
and  required  the  Commission  to  certify  to 
the  Court,  on  or  before  October  1,  1973,  an 
approved  plan  of  reorganization  or  a  pre¬ 
liminary  step  thereof.  The  Trustees'  plan, 
together  with  a  verified  statement  as  re¬ 
quired  under  49  CFR  1118,  was  duly  filed 
with  the  Commission  on  July  5,  1973.  One 
of  the  proposals  under  the  Penn  Central 
Trustee’s  plan  was  to  reduce  Its  physical 
plant  to  either  a  16,000  or  11,000  mile  “core 
freight  system"  (347  ICC  46). 


tern  Plan  on  Fdaruary  26,  1975.  The 
May  30,  1973,  initial  report.  entiUed 
Railroad  Abandonments  In  Maryland: 
Final  Report,  was  quickly  fiffiowed  by  an 
extensive  series  of  repm’ts  by  the  Mary¬ 
land  Department  of  Transportation  re¬ 
lating  to  Maryland’s  State  Rail  Plan  as 
listed  below: 

Source  Book  For  RaU  Service  On  The  Mary¬ 
land  Eastern  Shore,  February  28.  1974. 
Transportation  Economics  of  Railroad 

Branch  Lines,  February  1, 1976. 

Maryland  State  Rail  Plan:  Study  Design, 

May  16.  1976. 

Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Phase  II.  Decem¬ 
ber,  1976. 

Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Amendment  I, 

March,  1976. 

Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  August,  1976. 

From  the  very  first,  a  firm  stand  was 
taken  with  respect  to  the  restructuring 
of  the  State’s  rail  system.  The  tone  is 
clearly  evident  in  the  initial  PIE-C  Re¬ 
port  issues  for  the  State  of  Maryland 
in  1973: 

The  State  of  Maryland’s  overall  objective 
Is  the  promotion  of  the  continued  well-being 
of  Its  residents  and  the  assurance  that  the 
distribution  of  that  well-being  and  of  Its 
growth  among  areas  of  the  State  and  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  populace  conform  to  the  wishes 
of  the  population.  The  proposed  PCTC  (Penn 
Central  Transportation  Co.)  abandonments 
pose  a  twofold  threat.  First,  they  will  Impinge 
directly  on  the  economic  well-being  of  some 
individuals  and  some  areas  of  the  State. 
Second,  they  will  tend  to  affect  the  State’s 
overall  potential  for  economic  growth;  and, 
third,  they  will  Influence  the  distribution  of 
that  growth  potential  among  areas  within 
the  State.  Put  very  simply.  Individual  in¬ 
comes  and  total  wealth  wUl  be  reduced  In 
those  areas  of  the  State  that  lose  rail  service 
as  a  consequence  of  abandonment,  and  fu¬ 
ture  economic  growth  In  those  areas  will  be 
retarded  or  economic  decline  will  be  acceler¬ 
ated,  at  least  to  some  extent. 

For  these  reasons,  the  State  is.  In  general, 
opposed  to  the  abandonment  of  rail  service 
or  facilities  that  are  of  present  or  poten¬ 
tial  value  to  Maryland  residents.  This  does 
not  mean  that  the  State  will  automatically 
fight  all  abandonments.  For  many  reasons, 
that  would  be  both  unrealistic  and  counter¬ 
productive,  although  there  might  be  some 
political  advantage  In  taking  a  posture  of 
hostility  to  every  abandonment  regardless  of 
Its  merits.  The  State’s  objective  In  facing  the 
proposed  PCTC  abandonments  Is  to  seek  to 
preserve  many  of  the  services  or  facilities 
that  the  PCTC  proposes  to  abandon.  In  pur¬ 
suit  of  this  objective,  the  State  wUl  work 
with  the  local  communities  and  railroad 
users. 

The  State  will  have  occasion  to  oppose 
some  abandonments  through  litigation,  to 
find  other  means  of  preserving  existing  serv¬ 
ice  or  rlghts-of-way  on  other  routes,  and.  In 
still  other  cases,  to  play  no  active  role  at  all. 
The  State’s  strategy  for  pursuing  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  preserving  service  and  facilities 
should  encompass  a  variety  of  tactics.  One  of 
these,  of  course,  will  be  to  oppose  abandon¬ 
ments  In  the  conventional  legal  fora — the 
ICC  and  the  Courts.  Granting  of  subsidies 
or  of  tax  relief  by  the  State  and  local  com¬ 
munities  to  the  PCTC,  and  purchase  and 
lease-back  of  rlghts-of-way  by  the  State 
or  local  governments,  or  by  shippers’  asso¬ 
ciations,  represent  possible  actions.'*  , 


'•Railroad  Abandonments  In  Maryland: 
Final  Report,  op.  clt.,  pp.  16-16. 
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In  forming  a  State  strategy  for  re¬ 
sponding  to  abandonment  proposals. 
PIE-C  stated  that  two  different  sets  of 
criteria  were  to  be  considered  for  eval¬ 
uating  each  proposition: 

(1)  The  expected*  profitability  of  the  line, 
ja)  The  d^ree  of  the  State’s  interest  in 
the  line. 


Given  the  aforementioned  State  ob¬ 
jectives,  lines  were  intially  categmized 
tor  the  PIE-C  in  the  following  manner: 


State  interest 

High 

Low 

Profitable  ...  Rail  line  category  1. 
Unprofitable.  Rail  line  cate^ry  3. 

Rail  line  category  2. 
Rail  line  category  4. 

Category  1  represents  a  set  of  "promising” 
lines  on  which  the  State  should  oppose 
vigorously  any  PCTC  abandonment  pro¬ 
posals.  • 

Category  2  represents  a  set  of  lines  where 
the  State’s  concern  for  an  etficlent  and  prof¬ 
itable  rail  system  should  guide  Its  actions; 
It  Is  probably  an  empty  set. 

Category  3  represents  a  "middle  ground’’, 
and  encompasses  lines  where  the  State  may 
seek  to  preserve  service,  or  seek  to  preserve 
the  ability  to  have  service  In  the  future, 
in  the  pursuit  of  its  objective. 

Category  4  represents  those  "unpromising” 
lines  whose  abandonments  are  in  the  Inter¬ 
ests  of  both  the  railroad  and  the  State.** 

Of  the  eight  excluded  Maryland  lines 
studied  by  the  RSPO,  five  were  analsrzed 
by  PIE-C  and  assigned  to  the  following 
categories:  “ 

Category  1 — "Promising  Lines” 

(1)  USRA  Line  No.  160:  Queen  Anne-Den- 

ton. 

(2)  USRA  Line  No.  169:  Clayton-Easton. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No.  198:  Frederick-Hanover. 

(4)  USRA  Line  No.  199:  Frederick -Monocacy 

River. 

Category  3 — "Middle  Ground  Lines” 

(6)  USRA  Line  No.  163:  Kings  Creek-Crls- 

fleld. 

USRA  Line  Nos.  142  (Colora  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Border)  and  145  (Cockeys- 
ville  to  the  Pennsylvania  Border)  were 
analyzed  by  PIE-C  but  were  not  catego¬ 
rized.  At  the  time  of  the  PIE-C  study, 
both  lines  were  in  the  final  stage  of 
abandonment  waiting  for  ICC  approval 
or  dismissal.  However,  it  should  be  noted 
that  Maryland,  according  to  PIE-C,  did 
not  protest  the  Cockeysville-Hyde 
(USRA  Line  No.  145)  abandonment,  nor 
did  it  make  an  appearance  at  the  Wawa- 
Colora  (USRA  line  No.  142)  hearing. 

The  State’s  view  of  the  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram.  In  the  State’s  February  1,  1975 
report,  the  following  statements  were 
made  with  respect  to  providing  rail  serv¬ 
ice  continuation  subsidies  for  individual 
Maryland  branch  lines: 

’The  State  of  Maryland  now  has  no  funds 
specifically  allocated  for  the  operating  defi¬ 
cits,  rehabilitation  costs,  or  lease  costs  of  a 
railroad  branch  line.  However,  the  Consoll- 


**  Railroad  Abandonments  In  Maryland: 
Final  Report,  op.  dt.,  pp.  17-20. 

**  The  Salisbury  to  Hebron  line  (USRA 
Line  No.  076)  was  not  under  consideration 
by  PIE-C  at  this  time. 
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dated  Transportation  Trust  Fund  under  the 
Maryland  Department  of  Transportation, 
which  derives  funds  from  user  charges  and 
from  bond  Issues,  could  conceivably  cover 
portions  of  these  costs  for  certain  branch 
lines.  Other  State  agencies  might  be  Inter- 
'ested  In  committing  general  funds  for  the 
continuation  of  qieclfic  lines.  In  addition,  a 
program  of  property  tax  forgiveness  might 
be  Initiated  among  appropriate  State  depart¬ 
ments,  the  counties  and  the  localities.  Such 
a  tax  forgiveness  program  Is  especially  attrac¬ 
tive  because  the  branch  line  tax  burden  Is 
only  approximately  one-tenth  of  one  percent 
of  the  total  property  tax  revenues  in  the 
jurisdictions  Involved,  and  since  In  any  event 
not  one  of  these  branch  lines  has  produced 
any  tax  revenues  whatsoever  since  1970. 
However,  on  many  lines  taxes  are  very  small 
In  proportion  to  other  cost  categories. 

•  •  •  •  * 

In  addition  to  cooperating  on  a  tax  for¬ 
giveness  program,  local  governments  would 
have  the  option  under  the  Act  of  providing 
funds  toward  any  of  the  cost  cate^rles.  At 
least  one  county  (St.  Mary's)  has  established 
a  precedent  by  purchasing  a  long  railroad 
right-of-way  (although  for  nonrail  pur¬ 
poses).  Since  adverse  economic  Impacts  re¬ 
sulting  from  abandonment,  as  well  as  bene¬ 
fits  accruing  from  service  Improvement,  will 
affect  local  communities  intensely,  officials 
In  the  jurisdictions  may  wish  to  refiect  seri¬ 
ously  on  the  possibilities  of  operating  subsi¬ 
dies,  upgrading  assistance,  and/or  purchase. 

•  *  '  •  •  • 

Shippers  deal  with  the  railroad  on  a  day- 
to-day  basis;  thus,  they  can  initiate  programs 
to  cover  operating  deficits  wtlh  a  minimum 
of  delay  and  without  governmental  interven¬ 
tion.  In  Ontrevllle,  the  C^entreville-Massey 
Associates  (a  shippers’  group)  have  set  a 
precedent  by  doing  just  that.  In  addition, 
they  have  completed  certain  repairs  on  the 
tracks.  However,  to  pay  for  full  rehabilita¬ 
tion,  plus  lease  costs,  could  prove  burden¬ 
some  to  shippers  on  many  branch  lines.  In 
addition,  the  exemplary  mutual  cooperation 
of  the  Centrevllle  businessmen  might  not  be 
so  easily  achieved  elsewhere.  Thus  shippers, 
who  are  the  prime  recipients  of  any  benefits 
of  rail  service,  might  not  be  able  to  absorb 
the  full  costs  of  keeping  It  in  operation. 

Other  Federal  agencies  could  conceivably 
include,  on  Delmarva,  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  Department  of  Interior,  among 
others.  However,  no  such  agencies  have  yet 
Initiated  programs  to  provide  payment  assist¬ 
ance  for  operating  deficits  or  for  other  costs. 

Other  responsible  parties  could  include,  for 
some  or  all  cost  categories,  bona  fide  private 
Investors.  The  Vermont  Railway,  owned  by 
the  State  of  Vermont  but  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  by  private  entrepreneurs.  Is  one  ex¬ 
ample  of  such  an  arrangement.  Any  private 
parties  are  welcome  to  reach  their  conclu¬ 
sions  with  regard  to  the  lines  under  study, 
on  the  basis  of  the  estimates  contained 
herein  and  and  their  own  Investigations.** 

It  is  quite  evident  at  this  particu¬ 
lar  point  in  time,  the  State  of  Maryland 
was  most  willing  to  pursue  all  possible 
avenues  in  order  to  secure  the  necessary 
funding  for  the  preservation  of  individ¬ 
ual  branch  lines.  However,  in  its  May 
15,  1975  report,  the  State  said: 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  to  promote,  encour¬ 
age.  and  support  private  enterprise  In  main¬ 
taining  and  strengthening  the  goods  move¬ 
ment  system  In  the  State.  The  Department, 
therefore,  prefers  a  non-public  solution  to 

*■  Transportation  Economics  on  Railroad 
Branch  Lines,  op.  clt.,  pp.  ni-6/III-7. 
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the  endmngered  branch  Una  problem  (em- 
phaals  added).** 

In  its  December,  1975  rep(Mt,  the  State 
made  the  following  subsidy  p<^lcy  state¬ 
ment: 

The  estimated  Federal  share  requested 
from  the  entitlement  program  is  within 
Maryland's  annual  allocation  of  $1,350,000. 
As  a  matter  of  policy,  the  Department  Is  re¬ 
quiring  that  these  Federal  funds  be  matched. 
In  equal  proportion,  by  the  Department  and 
by  a  local  or  county  source.  In  other  words, 
the  Department  Is  requiring  that  the  70 
percent  Federal  funding  be  matched  with 
15  percent  State  funds  and  16  percent  local 
or  county  funds.  Sources  for  the  local  share 
could  Include  shlf^rs,  through  the  payment 
at  a  per  carload  surcharge,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  Centrevllle-Massey  line  or  local  govern¬ 
ment  funds. 

This  policy  Is  based  on  the  premise  that 
rail  users  and  the  surrounding  communities 
are  direct  beneficiaries  of  continued  rail  serv¬ 
ice,  and  as  such,  should  financially  con¬ 
tribute  to  this  Investment  In  their  future.  In 
addition,  a  local  financial  commitment  en¬ 
sures  that  the  line  will  have  the  best  chance 
to  become  profitable,  since  Federal  and  State 
support  alone  would  not  provide  incentives 
at  the  local  level  to  maximize  the  use  of  rail 
services.  In  addition.  State  policy  for  other 
modes  of  transportation  usually  includes  a 
local  contribution  or  commitment.'* 

In  its  March.  1976  report,  the  State 
said: 

The  collapse  of  Southern  Railway  negotia¬ 
tions  to  takeover  rail  service  on  Delmarva 
has  greatly  expanded  the  projects  needing 
financial  assistance  within  the  next  five 
years. 

It  is  possible  to  reasonably  estimate  the 
potential  entitlement  funds  which  Maryland 
will  receive  diuing  the  first  two  years  of  the 
subsidy  program  (April  1976-Aprll  1978)  un¬ 
der  Section  402  of  the  Regional  Rail  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1973,  as  amended.  However 
after  April  1978  when  Maryland  joins  the 
national  subsidy  program  under  Section  803 
of  the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regula¬ 
tory  Reform  Act  of  1976,  it  Is  impossible  to 
estimate  at  this  time  what  Maryland’s  en¬ 
titlement  may  be. 

Therefore  the  Department  has  concen¬ 
trated  on  the  first  two  years  of  the  subsidy 
program  where  the  dollars  available  to  Mary¬ 
land  are  more  clearly  defined.  As  a  first  gen¬ 
eral  priority,  entitlement  funds  during  the 
first  two  years  will  be  used  to  pay  operating 
subsidies  on  all  lines  in  the  priority  listing 
scheduled  for  continued  service.  As  a  second 
general  priority,  rehabilitation  to  appropri¬ 
ate  operating  standards  will  be  accomplished 
on  as  many  lines  as  funds  will  cover.  Priority 
for  rehabilitation  will  follow  the  priority 
ranking  list  |  ed  earlier  ] . 

At  the  end  of  two  years  of  operation  and 
rehabilitation,  a  reevaluation  of  all  the  proj¬ 
ects  will  be  made.  This  evaluation  will  con¬ 
sider  performance  over  the  two  years,  costs 
Incurred,  long  term  potential  and.  most  im¬ 
portantly.  available  Federal  funds  for  the  lest 
three  years  of  the  program.  At  this  two  year 
review  stage,  the  overall  number  of  projects 
and  their  priority  will  be  adjusted  to  fit  the 
fiscal  realities  of  the  program. 

It  is  hoped  that  lines  which  have  been  re¬ 
habilitated  during  the  first  two  years  will  be 
operating  at  a  proOitable  level  or  such  a  low 
level  of  subsidy  that  large  amounts  of  op- 


**  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan:  Study  Design, 
(9.  clt.,  p.  14. 

** Maryland  State  Rail  Plan;  Phase  II,  op. 
dt..  p.  16. 
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crating  subsidy  funds  wtU  not  be  required 
during  the  third  to  fifth  yoim  for  those  lines. 

The  purchsas  at  al>aadoaed  rights-of-way 
is  the  third  gsneml  priority  in  the  program. 

The  proposed  first  and  second  year  pro¬ 
grams  outlined  •  •  •  are  predicated  on  esti¬ 
mates  of  Ifaryland's  Federal  entitlements  as 
well  as  estimates  of  costs  for  operation  and 
rehabilitation.  The  actual  mtmey  allocated  to 
Maryland  as  well  as  the  actual  cost  of  operat¬ 
ing  and  rehabilitating  will  ultimately  deter¬ 
mine  how  much  of  the  r^ablUtation  can  be 
accomplished  within  the  first  two  years. 

The  first  year  program  will  Include  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Seaford/Cambridge  Line;  Hur- 
lock/Preston  Line;  Frederlck/N.  of  Frederick 
line;  Mainline  South  of  Pocomoke/Town- 
send/Massey/CentrevUle/Chestertown  Com¬ 
plex;  Clayton/Easton  Line;  Salisbury/Hebron 
Line;  Queen  Anne/Denton  Line;  and  Monoc- 
acy  River/Penn  Border  Line.  The  first  year 
program  will  also  include  purchase  of  the 
Colora  Line  in  Cecil  County.  In  addition  re¬ 
habilitation  of  the  entire  Seafcxd/Cambridge 
Line  both  in  Maryland  and  Delaware  is  pro¬ 
posed.  Rehabilitation  of  the  Delaware  por¬ 
tions  of  the  Townsend/Massey  Line  and 
Clayton/Eastqn  Line  are  also  proposed  to 
begin  in  the  first  year.  •  •  • 

The  second  year  program  arill  include  op¬ 
eration  of  the  same  lines  as  tiie  first  year  pro¬ 
gram  plus  rehabilitation  of  the  Hurlock/ 
Preston  Line;  the  Frederick/N.  of  Frederick 
Line;  the  Mainline  South  of  Pocomoke;  and 
a  large  portion  of  the  Townsend/Massey/ 
Centreville/Chestertown  Complex.  •  •  • 

Under  present  estimates  there  would  be  no 
other  major  rehabilitation  accomplished  in 
the  first  two  years  nor  would  there  be  any 
acquisition  of  abandoned  rlghts-of-way  with 
Federal  funds.’* 

In  its  August,  1976  report,  the  State 
made  the  following  statement  on  its  sub¬ 
sidy  policy  position; 

The  estimated  Federal  dollars  needed  from 
the  entitlement  program  exceed  Maryland's 
expected  annual  allocation,  if  vitally  needed 
rehabilitation  is  undertaken.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  has  proposed  to  make  up  this  shCH't- 
fall  if  It  can  legally  do  so.  If  a  proposed  con¬ 
stitutional  amendment  to  allow  such  action 
is  passed  in  November,  the  Department  will 
be  responsible  for  all  non-Federal  rehabilita¬ 
tion  funds.  Local  sources,  in  turn,  will  be  re¬ 
sponsible  for  aU  operating  subsidies,  includ¬ 
ing  taxes  and  lease  payments.  Sources  for  the 
local  share  may  include  shippers  or  local  gov¬ 
ernment  fimds. 

The  policy  of  local  financial  participation 
is  based  on  the  premise  that  rail  users  and 
the  surrounding  communities  are  direct 
beneficiaries  of  continued  raU  service  and,  as 
such,  should  financially  contribute  to  this 
investment  in  their  future.  In  addition,  a 
local  financial  commitment  ensures  that  the 
line  will  have  the  best  chance  to  become 
profitable.  In  addition.  State  policy  for  other 
transportation  modes  usually  includes  a  local 
contribution  or  commitment. 

•  •  •  *  * 

The  collapse  of  Southern  Railway  negotia¬ 
tions  to  take  over  rail  service  on  Delmarva 
has  greatly  expanded  the  number  of  pro¬ 
jects  needing  financial  assistance  within  the 
next  five  years. 

It  is  possible  to  estimate  at  this  time  the 
entitlement  fundaddaryland  may  receive  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  two  years  of  the  subsidy  program 
(April  1976-Aprll  1978)  under  Section  402  of 
the  Regional  Rail  Reorganization  Act  of  1973, 
as  amended  but  not  the  funds  Maryland  will 
receive  after  April,  1978  under  the  national 


*  Maryland  State  Ball  Plan,  Amendment  I, 
op.  clt.,  pp.  111-15/111-20. 


subsidy  program,  Section  803  of  the  Railroad 
Revitalization  and  Regulatory  Reform  Act  of 
1978. 

Therefore,  the  Department  has  concen¬ 
trated  here  on  the  first  two  years  of  the  sub¬ 
sidy  program.  Entitlement  funds  during  the 
first  tvro  years  will  be  iised  first  to  pay  oper¬ 
ating  subsidies  on  all  lines  In  the  priority 
listing  scheduled  for  continued  service  •  •  • 
RehabUitation  of  all  Category  A  lines  to 
appropriate  operating  standards  will  be  ac¬ 
complished  as  a  second  general  priority.  If 
State  funds  can  legally  be  provided.  •  •  •  »» 
Next,  Category  B  projects  will  be  rehabili¬ 
tated  if  warranted.  •  •  • 

The  fourth  general  priority  will  be  reha¬ 
bilitation  of  category  C  projects  and  purchase 
of  rail  rlghts-of-way  for  future  rail  freight 
use.  •  •  • 

At  the  end  of  each  year  of  operation  and  re¬ 
habilitation,  all  projects  will  be  reevaluated. 
This  evaluation  will  consider  performance 
over  the  year,  costs  Incurred,  long  term  po¬ 
tential,  and,  most  importantly.  Federal  funds 
available  for  the  remainder  of  the  program. 
At  each  review  stage,  ‘the  overall  number  of 
projects  and  their  priority  will  be  adjusted 
to  fit  fiscal  realities. 

It  is  hoped  that  lines  which  have  been  re¬ 
habilitated  during  the  first  two  years  will  be 
operating  at  a  profitable  level  or  such  a  low 
level  of  subsidy  that  large  amounts  of  op¬ 
erating  subsidy  funds  will  not  be  required 
dining  the  third  to  fifth  years. 

The  purchase  of  abandoned  rights-of-way 
is  the  program’s  lowest  priority. 

The  proposed  first  and  second  year  pro¬ 
grams  outlined  below  are  predicated  on  esti¬ 
mates  of  Maryland’s  Federal  entitlements,  es¬ 
timates  of  costs  for  operation  and  rehabillta- 


*"  Rehabilitation  categories,  including  the 
criteria  for  placing  of  lines  within  each  cate¬ 
gory,  are  as  follows: 

Category  A:  Those  rail  lines  which  have 
demonstrated  a  stability  of  tra£Bc  over  recent 
years  and  where  rehabilitation  would  appear 
to  be  an  impetus  for  placing  the  line  In  a 
profitable  or  near  breakeven  position  consid¬ 
ering  all  costs  (i.e.,  on -branch,  off-branch, 
maintenance,  lease  and  tax).  Category  A 
lines  are: 

Line  No.  199  Frederick  to  north  of  Fred¬ 
erick;  Line  No.  168/152  Seaford  to  Cam¬ 
bridge/Preston;  Line  No.  147/148/149  Town¬ 
send  to  Chestertown/Centrevllle;  Line  No. 
676  Salisbury  to  Hebron;  Lines  No.  186  Main¬ 
line  south  of  Pocamoke. 

Category  B:  Those  rail  lines  where  rehabili¬ 
tation  would  appear  to  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  on  cost  of  service,  but  where  profitabil¬ 
ity  or  near  break-even  position  is  not  antici¬ 
pated  with  present  traffic  levels.  Also  those 
rail  lines  where  traffic  has  decreased  in  recent 
years.  These  lines  would  be  monitored  for 
cost  versus  revenue  Indlcatcvs,  traffic  levels, 
and  long  term  commitment  of  shippers  be¬ 
fore  rehabilitation  would  be  decided  upon. 
Category  B  lines  are:  Line  No.  189/150  Clay¬ 
ton  to  Easton/Denton.  Category  C;  Those  rail 
lines  where  cost  versus  revenue  ratios  are  sig¬ 
nificantly  high  and  rehabilitation  appears  to 
have  a  questionable  impact  on  overall  cost 
effectiveness.  Also,  those  lines  where  there  is 
no  service  at  present  and  those  lines  that 
may  not  remain  in  service  after  rehabilita¬ 
tion.  These  lines  will  be  closely  monitored  for 
cost  versus  revenue  Indicators,  traffic  levels, 
and  long  term  commitment  of  shippers.  Re¬ 
habilitation  will  be  dependent  on  Federal  en¬ 
titlement  levels  in  FT  1979,  1980  and  1981. 
These  rail  lines  are;  Line  No.  198  North  of 
Monocacy  to  Pennsylvania  Line;  Line  No.  142 
Colora  to  Pennsylvania  Line;  Line  No.  198 
Monocacy  River  Bridge. 

See:  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan.  op.  cit.,  pp. 
66-57. 


tion,  and  passage  of  the  proposed  constitu¬ 
tional  amendment  that  will  allow  the  use  of 
State  funds  for  rehabilitation. 

The  first  year  program  will  include  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Seaford/Cambridge  line;  Hur- 
lock/Preston  line;  Frederlck/N.  of  Frederick 
line;  Mainline  South  of  Pocomoke;  Town- 
send/Massey/Centreville/Chestertown  Com¬ 
plex;  Clayton/Easton  line;  Salisbury/Hebron 
line;  Queen  Anne/Denton  line;  and  Monoc¬ 
acy  Rlver/Penn  Border  line.  The  first  year 
program  also  will  include  purchase  of  the 
Colora  line  in  Cecil  County.  In  addition,  par¬ 
tial  rehabilitation  is  proposed  for  category  A 
lines.  •  •  * 

The  second  year  program  will  include  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  all  subsidized  lines,  plus 
the  balance  of  rehabilitation  of  Category  A 
lines.  It  also  includes  the  possible  rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  the  Easton-Denton  Complex.  •  •  • 

Categories  A,  B,  and  C  will  be  used  for  re¬ 
habilitation  decisions  only.  All  lines  in  a 
category  are  considered  to  be  equally  in  need 
of  rehabilitation.*’ 

In  its  August,  1976  report,  the  State 
discussed  in  detail  what  it  considered  to 
be  the  role  of  the  local  government  and 
local  interests  with  respect  to  the  Rail 
Subsidy  Program: 


Participation  by  the  public  at  large,  the 
rail  users  and  local  Jurisdictions  in  all  phases 
of  the  Department’s  activities  is  vital.  Con¬ 
sistent  with  this  policy,  the  planning  and  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  rail  subsidy  program  has 
Involved  continuing  input  by  all  interested 
parties.  The  Department’s  policy  of  requiring 
local  financial  participation  in  the  non-Fed- 
eral  share  of  the  subsidy  for  each  line  is  an 
outgrowth  of  this  general  guldeUne,  as  well 
as  the  belief  that  the  direct  beneficiaries  of 
State  and  Federal  financial  assistance  should 
provide  a  portion  of  the  subsidy. 

The  Department  had  originally  con¬ 
templated  each  county  being  responsible  for 
one-half  of  any  non-Federal  funds  needed 
for  the  rail  line  serving  that  Jurisdiction. 
This  has  been  modified  in  light  of  the  amount 
of  non-Federal  funds  needed  for  rehabilita¬ 
tion  and  the  change  in  Federal  funding  in 
the  Railroad  Revitalization  and  Regulatory 
Reform  Act  of  1976.  However,  the  basic  premr 
ise  that  State  funds  and  Federal  funds  will 
be  contingent  upon  local  participation  has 
not  changed.  While  the  Department  will  look 
to  the  counties  for  funding,  there  is  no  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  counties  use  public  funds 
for  their  share  of  the  subsidy  financing.  This 
should  be  a  local  decision.  The  Department's 
staff  has  been  available  to  provide  technical 
assistance  on  a  line-by-line  basis  to  county 
governments  and  rail  users.  The  Department 
will  continue  to  fulfill  this  function  at  the 
request  of  the  local  Jurisdictions. 

If  the  voters  approve,  in  November,  1976, 
the  proposed  Maryland  Ckinstltutlonal 
Amendment  to  allow  the  State  to  use  state 
dollars  for  railroad  rehabilitation,  the  De¬ 
partment  will  provide  all  non-Federal  funds 
for  that  purpose,  while  all  non-Federal  shares 
of  operating  deficits  including  tax  and  lea5;e 
payments,  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
counties.  Continuation  of  service  beyond 
March  31,  1977  is  dependent  on  this  as¬ 
sistance. 

While  it  is  assumed  that  all  counties  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  will  continue  their 
support  for  the  life  of  the  program,  the  De¬ 
partment  will  request  a  financial  commit¬ 
ment  from  the  counties  on  an  annual  basi.s. 
This  approach  is  acceptable  because  all  op¬ 
erating  contracts  and  leases  will  be  on  a  year- 
to-year  basis.  In  addition,  a  yearly  contract 


*»  Maryland  State  Rail  Flan,  op.  clt.,  pp.  79- 
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allows  the  Department  to  evaltiate  annually 
the  continuation  of  operatlgn  of  each  branch 
line.  The  annual  contract  cycle  also  means 
that  If  an  operator  Is  not  performing  In  a 
satisfactory  manner  or  If  an  alternative  op¬ 
erator  could  provide  equal  service  at  lees  cost 
over  the  long  haul,  then  the  contract  could 
be  awarded  to  another  carrier.  The  input  of 
the  rail  users  and  Involved  county  govern¬ 
ments  would,  aid  In  the  Department's  deci¬ 
sion. 

Individual  county  shares  of  the  non-Fed- 
eral  portion  of  the  operating  subsidies  will 
be  based  on  level  of  use  of  a  particular  rail 
line  by  ooimty  shippers  as  determined  by  the 
carloadlngs  from  each  station.  The  county 
share  will  be  adjusted  after  each  year  of  op¬ 
eration  to  reflect  actual  costs  incurred  and 
the  previous  year’s  usage 

The  State’s  view  on  alternatives  to  the 
continuation  subsidies.  In  1973,  PIB-C 
advised  the  State  that  in  seeking  to  pro¬ 
tect  threatened  rail  service  it  should 
seek  to  achieve  either: 

(1)  Preservation  of  service  on  the  braucu. 

(2)  Preservation  of  the  physical  branch — 
facilities  or  especially  the  right-of-way. 

In  developing  a  strategy  for  preserv¬ 
ing  rail  service  on  a  branch  line,  PIE-C- 
advised  the  State,  to  employ  the  fol¬ 
lowing  tactics  either  in  combination  or 
singularly: 

(1)  Continued  Penn  Central  ownership 
and  operation.” 

(2)  State  ownership  through  purchase  or 
lease. 

(3)  Third-party  (or  local)  ownership  with 
or  without  Penn  Central  participation. 

The  State’s  choice  of  tactics,  as 
'pointed  out  by  PIE-C,  would  be  deter¬ 
mined  primarily  by  political  considera¬ 
tions  and  economics. 

According  to  PIE-C  there  were  seven 
options  oi>en  to  the  State  and  the  local 
communities,  with  respect  to  the  preser- 
vatitHi  of  rail  facilities  or  of  the  right- 
of-way: 

(1)  The  State,  in  litigation  with  respect 
to  abandonment,  could  seek  to  pMsuade  the 
ICC,  or  the  Courts,  to  allow  PCTC  to  aban¬ 
don  service,  but  to  require  the  Railroad  to 
hold  the  faculties  for  some  period  of  time. 

(2)  The  State  and  local  communities 
(could]  •  •  •  negotiate  with  the  Railroad 
with  respect  to  their  position  on  the  aban¬ 
donment  proceedings  and.  In  effect,  not  (h>- 
pose  the  abandonment  of  service  so  long  as 
the  RaUrocul  agrees  (in  contract  and  In  the 
abandonment  proceedings)  to  preserve  the 
physical  line  or  the  right-of-way.  If  the 
period  called  for  is  sufficiently  short,  the 
State  a^d/mr  the  local  governments  (might) 

*  *  *  make  such  an  arrangement  more  at¬ 
tractive  through*  tax  forgiveness,  especially 
forgiveness  of  taxes  presently  owed. 

(3)  The  State  could  lease  or  rent  the  land. 
To  be  attractive  to  the  Railroad,  the  lease 
terms  would  have  to  yield  a  rate  of  return  In 
cash  and/or  tax  fcurglveness  equivalent  to 
the  market  retiun  on  an  Investment  of  an 
equivalent  amount.  As  a  rule  of  thumb,  this 


”  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan;  op.  clt.,  pp.  65- 
67. 

“Four  broiul  sets  of  State  action  were 
tdentlfled  within  this  approach:  State  sup¬ 
port  of  effcHTts  by  the  railroad  to  adjust  rates 
and  to  Increase  traffic:  litigation;  subsidiza¬ 
tion  of  operating  costs;  and  M4>ltal  subsidlee. 
For  a  more  detailed  discussion  see:  Railroad 
Abandonment  In  Maryland:  Final  Report,  op. 
elt.,  pp.  4a-M. 


would  be  a  return  of  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent  on  the  cash  salvage  value  and  the  real 
estate  value,  both  of  which  would  have  to 
be  negotiated.  The  mix  between  cash  pay¬ 
ment  and  tax  forgiveness  could  presumably 
be  negotiated  for  each  line. 

(4)  Maryland  could  purchase  the  branch 
line  or  land.  In  general,  the  piuchase  price 
would  necessarily  have  to  be  the  equivalent 
of  the  market  price  or  salvage  value  of  the 
line  and  its  facilities,  as  negotiated.  Payment, 
however,  could  again  be  In  the  form  of  a  mix 
of  cash  and  tax  forgiveness. 

(5)  A  flfth  alternative  would  be  purchase 
of  the  facilities  or  land  by  a  third  party, 
such  as  a  local  development  organization  or 
local  business  or  real  estate  Interests.  State 
and/or  county  participation  In  such  an  ar¬ 
rangement  could  take  several  forms.  For 
example,  the  State  could  provide  the  de¬ 
velopment  organization  with  the  same  kinds 
of  assistance  identified  above  tor  helping 
local  interests  acquire  and  operate*  the 
branch.  Similarly,  a  county  could  do  many 
of  the  same  things,  although  with  less  ease 
and  perhaps  more  legal  problems  than  the 
State.  Further,  the  State  and  the  county 
could  provide  the  development  organization 
with  direct  and  indirect  subsidies  during  the 
period  it  was  holding  the  assets  for  future 
develc^ment.  However,  it  would  obviously  be 
equitable  to  recover  the  subsidies  eventu¬ 
ally  from  those  who  benefit  from  the  devel¬ 
opment. 

(6)  The  local  governments — counties  and 
municipalities — could  purchase  the  assets 
and  hold  them. 

(7)  Finally,  the  State  has  powers  of 
condemnation.  Once  authority  for  abandon¬ 
ment  has  been  granted,  or  at  least  once  it 
has  been  accomplished,  the  State  can  exercise 
its  right  of  eminent  domain  to  acquire  the 
right  of  way. 

This  could  prove  to  be  the  least  costly  way 
of  preserving  the  possibility  of  future  devel- 
opment.“*- 

The  State  itself,  for  the  first  time,  in 
its  February  1, 1975,  report,  listed  a  num¬ 
ber  of  alternative  approaches  to  the 
branch  line  problem.  This  document  in¬ 
cluded  the  following  range  of  options, 
which  are  not  mutually  exclusive: 

(1)  Maximum  Shipper  Involvement 

Under  this  alternative,  ownership  of  the 
lines  would  remain  with  PC;  operation 
would  be  by  ConRall  or  another  solvent  rail¬ 
road  company,  which  would  also  manage  the 
rehabilitation  program. 

PC  would  receive  a  yearly  lease  based  on 
6.63  percent  of  the  net  salvage  value  (exclu¬ 
sively  of  land)  of  the  properties.  Federal 
funds  at  the  70  percent  rate  would  be  used 
to  subsidize  the  least  payment  plus  the  oper¬ 
ating  deficit  In  the  first  two  years;  during 
that  time  the  shippers  would  pay  the  re¬ 
maining  30  percent.  After  two  years,  of 
course,  shippers  would  be  responsible  for 
100  percent  of  those  costs. 

The  rehabilitation  program  would  be  per¬ 
formed  during  the  first  two  years  and  would 
be  financed  70  percent  Federal,  30  percent 
shippers.  How  the  shippers  would  choose  to 
raise  the  money  would  naturally  depend  on 
their  financial  resources  and  local  business 
conditions.  Once  the  total  Federal  funds  are 
used  up  on  any  adopted  priority  list,  shippers 
would  be  responsible  for  100  percent  of  all 
costs  pertaining  to  their  branch  lines. 

(2)  SHIPPER/LoCAL  PAaTNXRSHIP 

Under  this  possible  plan,  local  Jurisdic¬ 
tions  (counties  or  towns)  would  purchase 


” Railroad  Abandonment  In  Maryland: 
Final  Repinrt,  op.  clt.,  pp.  53-54. 


the  Maryland  portions  of  the  branch  lines; 
Conrall  or  another  solvent  railroad  company 
would  operate  them  and  perform  the  reha¬ 
bilitation.  Any  operating  deficit  would  be 
paid  100  percent  by  the  shippers.  Rehabili¬ 
tation  costs  would  be  paid  to  the  greatest 
possible  extent  by  Federal  funds,  subject  to 
the  limitation  that  Federal  funds  for  a  given 
line  over  the  first  two  years  may  not  exceed 
70  percent  of:  the  total  rehabilitation  costa 
plus  twice  the  annual  operating  deficit.  Any 
rehabilitation  costs  In  excess  of  the  Federal 
contribution  are  covered  on  a  50/  50  basis 
by  shippers  and  by  local  Jurisdictions. 

(3)  State  Ownership  and  Rehabilitation 

Under  this  possible  scheme,  the  State 
would  acquire  and  rehabilitate  branch  line 
rlgbts-of-way  In  Maryland  through  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Transportation  Trust  Fund  or 
other  means.  Operations  would  be  performed 
by  Conrall  or  another  solvent  railway  com¬ 
pany.  Rehabilitation  expenses  would  be  com¬ 
pensated  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  by 
Federal  subsidy  moneys  (subject  to  the  limi¬ 
tations  described  under  Example  (2(;  the 
balance  would  be  paid  by  the  State.  Operat¬ 
ing  deficits  would  be  covered  by  shippers  in 
full  up  to  $40  per  carload;  any  exce.ss  over 
that  amount  would  be  paid  on  a  50/50  basis 
by  Federal  funds  if  available;  once  the  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  were  exhausted,  shippers  again 
would  pay  100  percent  of  the  operating 
deficit.  ' 

(4)  Maximum  State  Involvement 

In  this  example,  the  State  government 
would  not  only  provide  the  capital  invest¬ 
ment  for  purchase  and  rehabilitation  of 
branch  lines  In  Maryland,  but  would  also 
contribute  toward  operating  deficits.  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  would  be  used  to  the  maximum 
for  each  line,  starting  at  the  top  of  the 
priority  list;  Instead  of  being  concentrated 
In  one  or  the  other  cost  category,  they  would 
be  used  to  cover  70  percent  of  the  total  of 
rehabilitation  costs  and  operating  deficits. 
The  State  In  all  cases  would  pick  up  the 
balance.* 

Lines  To  Be  Subsidized.  As  a  result 
of  the  Regional  Rail  Reorganization  Act 
of  1973,  the  State  of  Maryland  had  two 
major  policy  responsibilities  with  respect 
to  continuing  local  rail  service; 

(1)  It  had  to  establish  a  priority  list  of 
rail  lines  to  receive  Federal  contributions 
toward  rail  service  continuation  subsidies. 

(2)  It  had  to  determine  to  what  extent 
State  funds  would  be  available  to  match  the 
Federal  grants. 

The  Maryland  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation,  the  designated  State  agency 
for  railroad  planning,  completed  the 
first  attempt  to  pr^xire  a  plan  to  assure 
the  availability  of  Federal  funds  for  the 
continuation  of  essential  local  rail  serv¬ 
ice  with  the  Issuance  on  February  1, 
1975,  of  its  technical  rw>rt.  Transporta¬ 
tion  Economics  of  Railroad  Branch 
Lines.  The  report,  which  was  to  serve 
as  the  basis  for  the  subsequent  analysis 
ad  preparation  of  the  State  Rail  Plan 
mandated  by  the  RRR  Act,  examined  in- 
depth  the  financial  ccmdltlon  and  pros¬ 
pects  of  all  the  endangered  Maryland 
branch  lines  for  which  data  was  avail¬ 
able.  The  analysis  led  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  tentative  priority  list  of  lines 
to  receive  rail  service  c<mtinuation  subsi¬ 
dies  (see  ToMe  1).  The  report  also  ex- 


*  Transportation  SconomlOB  of  Railroad 
Branch  Unes,  op.  clt.,  pp.  III-8/m-14. 
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amined  a  number  of  possible  state  poli¬ 
cies  toward  the  use  of  Federal  and  State 
funds.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  prior 
to  the  release  of  the  aforementioned  re¬ 


port,  the  State  on  February  28,  1974. 
issui^  a  report,  Source  Book  For  Rail 
Service  On  Tlie  Maryland  Eastern  Shore, 
in  which  it  summarized  aQ  of  the  mate¬ 


rial  currently  available  at  that  time  on 
those  individual  rail  lines  located  on  the 
Eastern  Sh(H*e,  e.g.,  USRA  Line  Niunbers 
150-163-169-676. 


Table  1. — Measures  of  priority  based  on  operating  results  per  carload 


1973  adjusted 

1978  conservative 

1978  opUmistic 

OperatinR  results 
only 

Less  infirastructure 
costs 

Operatinp  results 
only 

Less  intrastructuro 
costs 

Operating  results 

only 

Less  itilrastmetnre 
costs 

Line 

Dollars 

Rank 

Dollars 

Rank 

Dollars 

Rank 

Dollars 

Rank 

Dollars 

Rank 

Dollars  Bauk 

Delmarva  Main  Line . 

176 

.*? 

130 

2 

193 

1 

147 

1 

212 

1 

177 

1 

Delaware  lK)rder-Snow  HiU... 

201 

2 

138 

1 

181 

2 

118 

2 

196 

3 

142 

2 

Seaford-Cambridge _ 

145 

4 

68 

3 

113 

3 

36 

3 

144 

4 

90 

3 

Hurlock-I^reston _ 

132 

5 

40 

4 

85 

4 

(7) 

4 

84 

'5 

(7) 

5 

Townsend-Chestectown . 

227 

1 

23 

5 

84 

5 

(130) 

0 

207 

2 

76 

4 

Salisbury-Ilebron _ 

(3) 

9 

(33) 

6 

(2) 

«> 

(32) 

5 

5 

6 

(22) 

6 

Clayton-Easton . . . 

57 

7 

(118) 

7 

(15) 

7 

(190) 

7 

(2) 

7 

068) 

7 

Queen  Anne-Denton  >.  _ 

IVnnsylvania  border-Mon- 

1)0 

8 

(33) 

8 

42 

8 

(80) 

8 

84 

8 

30 

8 

ocaoy  River . 

104 

6 

(156) 

9 

(58) 

9 

(318) 

9 

m 

9 

(318) 

9 

Massey-CentreviUe . 

(153) 

10 

(450) 

10 

(238) 

10 

(535) 

10 

(92) 

10 

(254) 

10 

Queen  Anne-Queenstown . 

(201) 

11 

(L362) 

11 

(847) 

12 

(1,923) 

12 

(847) 

12 

a  923) 

0,490) 

12 

KinRS  Creck-Crisfleld _ 

(635) 

13 

(1,400) 

12 

(892) 

11 

(L656) 

11 

(802) 

11 

11 

Salisbury- Parsonsburg . 

(616) 

12 

(2,337) 

13 

a.  760) 

13 

(3.481) 

13 

(1,760) 

13 

(3,481) 

13 

Hurlock-V’ienna . 

(4.496) 

14 

ai,  110) 

14 

(7,775) 

14 

(14,390) 

14 

(7,775) 

14 

(14.390) 

14 

>  Continued  operation  of  Queen  Anne-Denton  depends  exclusively  on  rehabilitation  of  Clayton-Easton. 
Source:  Transportation  Economics  of  Railroad  Branch  Lines,  op.  cit.,  p.  I1I-2. 


With  regard  to  the  eight  lines  which 
are  the  subject  of  this  report,  the  Mary¬ 
land  Department  of  Transportation  in 
its  F^ruary,  1975  report  reached  the 
foUow'ing  conclusions: 

(1)  USRA  Lin*  No.  141:  Cox/sra  to  the 
Pknnstltania  Border 

The  line  has  been  out  of  service  since 
September  9,  1971  •  •  •  since  most  of  the 
line  •  *  •  lies  in  Pennsylvania,  the  future 
of  service  *  *  *  wmild  app€»ar  to  depend  pri¬ 
marily  on  activities  north  of  the  Mason  and 
Dixon  line. 

(2)  USRA  Line  No.  145:  Cocketsville  to 
THE  Pennsylvania  Border 

•  •  *  This  line  has  been  out  of  service  for 
almost  three  years  [since  June,  1972]  •  •  * 
Prior  to  the  washouts,  the  line  generated 
only  an  estimated  80-100  cars  per  year  *  *  • 
Repair  and  rehabUitatlon  of  the  line  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  resuming  Maryland  local 
freight  service  would  thus  not  appear  to  be 
economically  JusUflable. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No.  150:  Queen  Anne- 
Denton 

Although  the  present  analysis  discloses  a 
relatively  profitable  service  from  Queen 
Anne  to  Denton,  the  continued  operation 
of  this  line  depends  exclusively  on  the  fate 
of  the  Clayton-Elaston  branch. 

(4)  U^A  Lin*  No.  163:  Kings 
Creek -Crisfield 

In  view  of  the  large  operating  deficits  and 
sizable  rehabilitation  requirements,  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  this  line  does  not  appear 
to  be  economically  justified  under  existing 
traffic  conditions.  Nevertheless,  the  line  has 
a  certain  strategic  slgnlllcanoe  in  that  It  pro¬ 
vides  the  only  rail  access  to  the  proposed 
Annemesse  Deepwater  Industrial  Complex 
*  *  *  Thus,  while  rehabilitation  and  (^ra¬ 


tion  now  would  appear  to  be  unfeasible,  re¬ 
tention  of  the  line  Intact  would  be  a  viable 
policy  option  for  the  State. 

(5)  USRA  Line  No.  169:  Clatton-Easton 

Although  producing  a  $57  per  carload  sur¬ 
plus  In  the  1973 — Adjusted  time  frame,  the 
Clayton-Easton  line  creates  a  marginal  $15 
operating  deficit  undw  1978 — Conservative 
conditions  •  •  •  to  remain  In  operation 
this  line  would  require  a  massive  Infusion 
of  subsidy  money  to  meet  lease  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  expenses. 

(6)  USRA  Line  No.  198: 

Fredeeick-Hanover 

(see  USRA  Line  No.  199) 

(7)  USRA  Line  No.  199: 

Frederick -Monoc ACT  River 

Cost  and  revenue  data  were  available  only 
for  the  portion  of  the  line  between  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Border  and  the  Monocacy  River. 
(The  bridge  over  the  Monocacy  was  destroyed 
by  Hurricane  Agnes  in  June,  1972.)  Service 
over  PC  lines  In  Frederick  Is  now  being  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad 
under  an  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
service  order.  While  the  c^ierstlng  deficits 
projected  for  1978 — Conservative  may  be 
within  the  range  of  shipper  capabilities,  the 
infrastructure  costs  will  be  very  burdensome 
unless  substantial  subsidies  are  available. 
One  possible  way  to  cut  Infrastructure  costs 
would  be  to  abandon  north  of  Taneytown 
and  to  arrange  with  the  Western  Maryland 
Railway  for  service  through  a  connection  at 
Keymar.  The  feasibility  of  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  would,  of  course,  depend  not  only  on 
the  physical  connection  at  Keymar  but  also 
on  the  operating  patterns  of  the  Western 
Maryland. 

(8)  USRA  Line  No.  676:  Salisbury -Hebron 

This  line  •  •  •  produces  a  small  operat¬ 
ing  deficit  and  requires  very  little  capital  In 
relation  to  the  traffic  handled.  Thus.  It  would 


appear  to  be  a  likely  candidate  for  non- 
subsidized  operation  under  the  Final  System 
Plan.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  bulk  of 
traffic  on  this  line  comes  from  the  South, 
so  that  acquisition  by  a  southern  carrier 
would  dramatically  improve  Its  operating 
results. 

It  should  be  noted  that  both  USRA 
Line  Nos.  142  and  145  were  not  assigned  a 
priority  ranking  (see  Table  1). 

Maryland,  in  its  December.  1975  re¬ 
port.  listed  both  the  rail  lines  for  which 
it  wished  to  receive  Federal  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  the  RRR  Act 
(see  Table  2)  and  the  rail  lines  for  which 
a  continuaticxi  subsidy  was  not  offered 
(see  Table  3).  In  contrast  to  its  Febru¬ 
ary  1,  1975  report,  both  USRA  Line  Nos. 
169  and  676  were  not  assigned  a  priority 
ranking  (see  Tables  1  and  2).  However, 
the  State  did  say  that  if  the  Southern 
Railway  declined  to  purchase  the  Del- 
marva  rail  network,  these  two  lines 
would  require  a  subsidy  in  order  to  con¬ 
tinue  their  operation.  Additionally,  the 
State  pointed  out  that: 

If  •  •  •  for  any  reaaon,  the  Delmarva  rail 
network  is  not  purchased  by  Southern, 
changes  to  the  State  Rail  Plan  would  be 
necessary  to  ensure  adequate  rail  service  on 
the  Eastern  Shore  of  Maryland.  These 
changes  would  be  most  significant  In  the 
priority  ranking  of  rail  services  to  be 
subsidized. 

•  •  •  •  • 

An  amended  State  Ball  Plan  would  be  filed 
and  •  •  *  (A)  reneeensment  of  the  priority 
ranking  of  all  subaktlzed  lines  In  the  State 
would  result  In  a  new  priority  listing  •  •  •  w 


Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Phase  n,  op. 
clt.,  p.  26. 
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Table  2. — Priaritp  U»tmg  for  F«4erml  osmstoner 


LdBr  or  sorrier 


Vrom  OBtiUement  hinds; 

L  CentreTiUe-Ctiastertown: 

k.  Townsend-Mkasey  (147)  • . 

b.  Contreyillk-llkiwy  (14«) . 

o.  Cbcstertown-kfkaMy  (140) . 

2.  Queen  Anno-Denton  (ISO) . . . 

3.  Frederick-Monococy  River  (199)  > - 

4.  Monockcy  River,  MD/PA  border 

(19*) . 

6.  Monocacy  River  Bridge . 

Total . 

From  discretionary  funds; 

1.  Colora-MD/PA  border  (142) . 


Impastsof 

abaadoo- 

ment 

Estimated 

annual 

snbsMy 

required 

Estimated 
Fedend 
Shan 
(70  pet) 

EsUnaied 
Slats  than 
(Mpci) 

BaUnated 
local  Shan 
(W  pet) 

S2,l«,ieo 

LWAOti 

387,100 

80,072 

(*) 

$200,000 

.510,000 

300,000 

110,000 

•70,000 

$140,000 

307,000 

140^000 

77,000 

49,0(W 

$.30,000 

78.500 
3(t000 

18.500 

10.500 

$30,000 
70,500 
30,000 
18,800 
lot  500 

81,  no 
(») 

520,000 
•350,  (WO 

304,000 

175,000 

78,000 

37.5(W 

7^000 

37,500 

1,860,000 

1,  .302. 000 

279,000 

279,000 

N/A 

130^ OUO 

91,000 

19,500 

19,500 

*  Represents  on  branch  costs  only.  Since  tills  line  dues  not  originate  or  terminate  any  car  loails,  this  expen.sr  will  lie 
apportioned  to  connecting  lines  148  and  149. 

>  This  line  is  listed  as  out-of-service  in  the  Final  System  Plan.  Subsidy  requirement  shown  only  includes  .  stimated 
rent,  property  tax  and  estimated  rehabilitation  cost.  Otlier  operating  data  is  not  available. 

*  N  /A ;  Not  available. 

*  Reliabilitation  to  Class  I  only. 

Soiiree:  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan.  Phase  II,  op.  eil.,  p.  17. 

Table  3. — Kail  littrs  for  which  a  continuatioH  suhsiily  is  not  offered 


Line  or  service 


Impacts  of  Kstimated  annual  Adjusted  KTTS 
abandonment  subsidy  required  earloads 


Dispositiun 
of  property 


Cockeysvilie,  Maryland/Pennsylvania  bor-  (•)  •  (•) 

der  (14S). 

Hurlock-Vlenna  (1531 . . .  >$(334)  $21(1,000 

Kings  Cteek-Crisfield  (163) .  $55,auu  $340,000 

Queenstown-Qui'en  Anne  (1.51) .  $48,140  $240,000 


7 

100 

56 


State/Bdlto.  Co. 

South  ?m. 

Do. 

Do. 


>  Out-of-Service. 

*  Denotes  a  positive  impact  of  abandonment. 

Source;  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Phase  II,  op.  cit.,  p.  27. 

Again,  the  State  made  an  individual 
line-by-line  analysis  of  those  eight  lines 
studied  by  the  RSPG.  The  conclusions 
are  shown  below: 


the  aid  of  dibcretlouury  funds,  and  to  oper¬ 
ate  it  without  a  subsidy. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No  146:  Cockeysville  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Border 


(1)  USRA  Line  No  142:  Colora  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Border 

The  only  assistance  requested  under  dis¬ 
cretionary  funding  (Section  402  of  the  Act) 
is  for  the  portion  of  the  Penn  Central  Octo- 
raro  Secondary  Track  extending  from  the 
State  border  to  Colora.  Maryland.  The  Penn¬ 
sylvania  segment  of  this  line  has  been  des¬ 
ignated  for  conveyance  to  Conrall  and  even¬ 
tually  will  be  acquired  by  the  Southeastern 
Pennsylvania  Transportation  Authority 
(SKPTA).  The  Department  has  received  in¬ 
dications  that  an  errata  to  the  Final  System 
Plan  will  he  Issued  to  convey  that  portion 
of  the  Octoraro  Secondary  Track  In  Maryland 
to  Conrall  for  acquisition  by  SEPTA,  con¬ 
tingent  upon  purchase  and  modernization  of 
the  prop^y  by  Cecil  County,  Maryland. 

All  of  the  Maryland  Indstrles  located  on 
this  branch  have  either  gone  out  of  business 
or  relocated  since  the  September,  1971  wash¬ 
outs.  However,  potential  shippers  on  the 
branch  have  expressed  a  strong  desire  to  use 
rail  service  should  It  be  restored.  In  addition, 
this  branch  provides  the  only  raU  access  to 
the  Balnbrldge  Naval  Station.  Although  de¬ 
clared  surplus  by  the  Federal  CKivemment, 
this  facility  has  future  Industrial  develop¬ 
ment  potential.  Cecil  County  Is  actively 
working  toward  this  development. 

The  portion  of  the  line  In  Maryland  Is 
estimated  by  SEPTA  to  cost  approximately 
$130,000  to.  purchase  and  rehabilitate.  Cecil 
County  has  agreed  to  provide  15  percent  of 
the  coat  of  purchase  and  rehabilitation.  The 
State  will  also  provide  15  percent  of  the  cost. 
Cecil  County  will  hold  title  to  the  property. 

Cecil  County  and  SEPTA  are  negotiating 
with  a  carrier  to  rehabilitate  the  line  with 
• 


The  Northern  Central  Is  out  of  service  be¬ 
tween  Cockeysville,  Maryland  and  the  Mary- 
land/Pennsylvanla  Border.  Rehabilitation  of 
the  line  is  estimated  at  $672,000.  There  are 
no  rail  users  on  this  line  In  Maryland.  Past 
use  of  the  line  has  been  as  a  through 
freight  and  piMsenger  route  between  Balti¬ 
more  and  Harrisburg.  Present  and  proposed 
development  plans  for  the  northern  portion 
of  Baltimore  County,  adjacent  to  this  line, 
recommend  retention  of  the  essentially  agri¬ 
cultural  character  of  the  area.  At  present 
l(x»I  rail  freight  or  passenger  service  north 
of  Cockeysville  are  not  considered  essential. 

However,  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  Is 
very  interested  In  preserving  the  right-of- 
way  for  possible  restoration  of  rail  service 
(both  passenger  and  freight)  between  Balti¬ 
more  and  Harrisburg.  The  Department  Is 
concluding  a  preliminary  engineering  study 
on  the  segment  of  line  between  Cockeysville 
and  Baltimore  for  use  as  a  light  rail  transit 
ime.  Conrall  will  provide  local  freight  serv¬ 
ice  on  this  segment. 

The  State  of  Maryland  bolds  the  first 
mortgage  (now  in  default)  on  the  Northern 
Central.  The  State  Is  presently  investigating 
Its  right  in  acquiring  this  property  through 
foreclosure.  If  this  Is  not  feasible,  the  De¬ 
partment  will  coordinate  with  other  State 
and  local  agencies  In  determining  a  proper 
source  of  funding  for  purchase  of  part  or  all 
of  the  line. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No.  150:  Queen 
Anns-Denton 

The  Queen  Anne-Denton  portion  of  the 
Denton  Track  of  the  Penn  Central  is  ranked 
second  in  the  priority  list.  Although  the 
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quantifiable  Impacts  are  sUghtiy  exceeded 
by  the  cost  of  subeldy.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  Impacts  are  greater  than  the  cost 
of  continued  operation,  without  rehabilita¬ 
tion.  In  fact,  analysis  shows  that  the  line 
may  be  profitable  onoe  It  is  rehabilitated  to 
Class  n  standards.  The  rehabilitation  ex¬ 
pense  for  this  line  is  sstlmated  to  be  approx¬ 
imately  $314,0<X)  for  26  mpb  operation. 

Southern  has  indicated  It  Is  not  willing 
to  purchase  this  property  if  It  Is  required 
to  continue  operations.  As  a  short-term  solu¬ 
tion,  the  Department  will  negotiate  a  lease 
with  the  Penn  Central  Estate  and  Southern 
will  operate  the  service  under  subsidy.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  term  of  the  lease,  efforts  will  be  con¬ 
tinued  to  obtain  local  ownership  of  this  line 
as  a  long-range  solution.  The  local  shippers 
have  expressed  a  wllllngne.ss  to  provide  15 
I>eroent  of  the  required  subeldy  and  the  State 
will  provide  the  remaining  15  percent. 

( 4 )  USRA  Linx  No.  1 83 :  Kings 
(Trexk-Crisfield 

A  rail  service  continuation  subsidy  will 
not  be  offered  for  the  Criafield  Secondary 
Track  of  the  Penn  Central,  which  extends 
from  Kings  Creek  to  Crisfield  In  Maryland. 
The  portion  of  the  line  from  milepost  0.0 
to  milepost  1.3  U  to  be  conveyed  to  Southern 
The  estimated  annual  subsidy  for  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  line  Is  $340,000,  more  than  six 
times  the  quantifiable  impacts  of  abandon¬ 
ing  service.  Southern  will  acquire  the  right- 
of-way  after  abandonment  of  service.  Thi.s 
right-of-way  must  be  preserved  since  rail 
service  to  the  proposed  Somerset  County 
Deep  Water  Port  at  Crlsfleld  may  be  neces¬ 
sary.  A  combination  of  State  and  local 
sources  will  be  Investigated  should  South¬ 
ern's  negotiations  fail. 

(5)  URSA  Line  No.  169 :  C^layton -Easton 

No  specific  conclusions  regarding  this  line 
were  included  In  the  report. 

(6)  USRA  Line  No.  198:  Frederick-Hakover 

The  portion  of  the  Frederick  Secondary 
Track  from  the  Monocacy  River  Bridge  to 
the  Maryland/Pennsylvania  border  is  ranked 
fourth  in  the  State  Rail  Plan  priority  listing. 
The  quantifiable  Impacts  of  abandoning  this 
section  of  track  are  outweighed  by  the  costs 
of  rehabilitation  and  operating  subsidy.  How¬ 
ever,  there  Is  strong  shipper  and  county  gov¬ 
ernment  support  for  continued  service.  In 
addition,  two  potential  short  line  operators 
are  Interested  In  providing  this  service  as 
part  of  a  through  route.  The  immediate  po¬ 
tential  for  industrial  development  in  the 
corridor  and  other  nonquantlfiable  benefits 
of  retaining  adequate  service  on  this  track¬ 
age  Indicate  that  a  subsidy  is  desirable. 

USRA  has  verbally  confirmed  that  an 
errata  to  the  Final  System  Plan  will  be  Issued 
soon,  recommending  that  this  property  be 
acquired  by  the  Maryland  and  Pennsylvania 
Railroad.  However,  an  operator  for  this  serv¬ 
ice  has  not  been  designated  at  this  time.  It 
Is  anticipated  that  a  carrier  will  be  desig¬ 
nated  for  subsidy  shortly  after  submission  of 
this  State  Rail  Plan. 

While  it  is  preferable  to  preserve  this  prop¬ 
erty  as  part  of  a  through  route  from  York. 
Pennsylvania  to  the  BAO  Interchange  in 
Frederick,  there  Is  a  posslbiUty  that  local 
Interests  in  Carroll  County  will  be  unable  or 
unwilling  to  make  the  required  financial 
commitment  of  16  percent  of  the  subsidy, 
consistent  with  State  policy.  If  the  15  per¬ 
cent  local  share  in  Carroll  County  is  not 
quaranteed,  a  subsidy  will  only  be  offered  for 
service  on  that  portion  of  the  track  In  Fred¬ 
erick  County.  Since  this  latter  option  would 
require  th$  rebuilding  of  an  abandoned  in¬ 
terchange  with  the  Western  Maryland  Rail¬ 
way  at  Keymar,  Maryland  or  reconstruction 
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of  the  Monocacy  River  Bridge,  through  serv¬ 
ice  via  Carrt^  County  would  be  provided 
only  until  this  construction  was  completed. 
This  line  will  be  rehabilitated  to  Class  H 
standards,  allowing  25  mph  operation. 

The  Monocacy  River  Bridge  was  washed  out 
In  June,  1072  by  Hurricane  Agnes.  Since  that 
time  operations  along  the  FT-ederlck  Second¬ 
ary  Track  have  been  limited  to  service  from 
Frederick  northward  to  the  Monocacy  River 
by  Chessle  and  service  from  Pennsylvania 
south  to  the  Monocacy  River  by  Penn  Cen¬ 
tral.  There  has  been  no  through  service  since 
1972.  This  severance  has  caused  limitations 
on  local  shippers  desiring  to  ship  goods 
northward  from  Frederick  or  southward  from 
Woodsboro/Taneytown.  Restoration  of  this 
bridge  Is  the  fifth  priority  In  the  State  Rail 
Plan. 

Rebuilding  this  structure  would  alio  the 
Frederick  Secondary  Track  to  operate  as  a 
single  unit  from  Frederick  to  Tork,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  This  single  entity  concept  appears  to 
be  the  preferred  solution,  and  would  enhance 
the  chances  for  long  term  viability.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  restoration  of  this  structure  will 
allow  the  designated  carrier  on  this  line  to 
gain  access  to  two  major  railroads  (Chessle 
and  Conrail) . 

The  estimated  cost  of  reconstruction  Is 
$250,000.  The  non-Pederal  share  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  a  negotiated  combination  of  State 
and  local  funds.  It  Is  anticipated  that  the 
State  will  hold  title  to  the  structure  and 
lease  track  rights  to  the  carrier. 

(7)  USRA  Lora  No.  199:  Frederick- 
Monocacy  River 

The  portion  of  the  Penn  Central  Frederick 
Secondary  Track  from  Frederick  to  the  Mon¬ 
ocacy  River  Bridge  is  ranked  third  In  the 
State  Rail  Plan  priority  listing.  The  Final 
System  Plan  listed  this  track  as  out-of -serv¬ 
ice,  since  the  bridge  over  the  Monocacy  River 
was  damaged  during  Hurricane  Agnes  In 
1972.  However,  this  trackage  has  been  operat¬ 
ed  from  Frederick  northward  by  the  Chessle 
S]rstem  since  1972,  under  an  emergency  serv¬ 
ice  order.  USRA  did  not  analyze  this  line 
and  listed  it  under  the  heading  “Pending 
Section  304(f)  Applications  as  of  June  26, 
1975".  This  classification  led  USRA  to  Ignore 
an  estimated  200  carloads  per  year  generated 
by  this  3.8  mile  section  of  railroad.  Because 
of  this  mlsclasslfication,  no  on-  or  off-branch 
operating  or  maintenance  costs  are  avail¬ 
able  for  this  line.  While  the  Impact  of 
abandoning  this  line  has  not  been  quanti¬ 
fied,  one  major  shipper  has  Indicated  that 
the  abandonment  of  rail  s«wlce  would  have 
a  severe  Impact  on  its  toleration. 

The  Maryland  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  will  negotiate  with  the  Penn  Central 
Estate  to  lease  this  trackage,  and  the  Chessle 
System  has  agreed  to  operate  It,  When  the 
Monocacy  River  Bridge  is  restored,  this  track¬ 
age  will  become  part  of  a  through  service 
operating  north  of  the  bridge  with  the  ulti¬ 
mate  operator,  or  local  interests,  purchasing 
the  property.  In  the  event  the  line  cannot 
be  (o>erated  as  a  through  route,  Chessle  has 
agreed  to  serve  the  shippers  on  this  line  on  a 
more  permanent  basis  as  long  as  It  is  not 
required  to  purchase,  rehabilitate  or  main¬ 
tain  the  property,  • 


NOTICES 

(8)  USRA  Lins  No.  676:  Sausbust -Hebron 

No  speolflc  conclusions  regarding  this  line 
were  Included  in  the  report. 

Maryland,  In  its  December,  1975  report, 
also  discussed  its  long-term  strategy. 
Table  4  shows  both  the  immediate  and 
ultimate  proposed  disposition  of  those 
Maryland  branch  lines  which  the  Final 
System  Plan  designated  as  available  for 
subsidy  or  out  of  service.  Essentially,  “the 
State’s  long-term  strategy  twasl  •  •  *  to 
preserve  all  existing  rail  rights-of-way 
and  to  promote  and  improve  the  rail  net¬ 
work  to  meet  the  transportation  needs 
of  Maryland’s  residents,  industry  and 


agriculture’’.  The  State  went  on  to  say 
that: 

PreBcnt  Federal  assistance  available  under 
the  Act  will  expire  on  July  1,  1977.  The  De¬ 
partment’s  strategy  during  this  period  Is  to 
maximize  rehabilitation  of  those  lines  where 
a  subsidy  for  rehabilitation  Should  make  the 
line  profitable  at  current  traffic  levels,  or 
where  probable  traffic  growth  will  enhance 
a  line’s  chances  of  becoming  viable.  A  rail 
service  continuation  subsidy  will  not  be  of¬ 
fered  unless  the  line  Is  brought  up  to  FRA 
Class  I  standards  at  a  minimum.  The  De¬ 
partment’s  objective  is  to  subsidize  only 
those  branches  which  will,  at  most,  require 
a  small  local  subsidy  after  Federal  and  State 
assistance  ends  on  July  1, 1977. 


Table  4. — Maryland’s  long-term  rail  line  disposition  strategy,  1915 


Line  Immediate  disposition  Ultimate  disposition 


Townsend- Massey . I’nrchase  by  Southern  through  convey¬ 

ance.  Operation  by  Southern  with 
subsidy. 

Chestenown-Massey .  Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 

Estate.  Operation  by  Southern  with 
subsidy. 

Centrevil!e-Mas.sey .  Purchase  by  Southern  through  convey¬ 

ance.  Operation  by  Southern  with 
subsidy. 

Que<‘n  Anne-Denton .  Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 

Estate.  Operation  by  Southern  with 
subsidy. 

Frederick-Monocacy  Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 

River.  Estate.  Operation  by  Chessie  with 

subsidy. 

Monocacy  River  to  Mary-  Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 

land/Pennsylvania  Ixm*-  Estate.  Operation  by  carrier  to  be 

der.  named. 

Monocacy  River  Bridge _ Out-of-ScTvice . 


Maryland/Pennsylvania  . do . 

border-Colora. 

C:k>ckey8ville,  Maryland/ . do . 

Pennsylvania  border. 

Hurlo^-Vienna . Termination  of  Service . 

Kings  Creek- Crtefleld . do . 

Sueen  Anne-Oueenstown . do . 

agerstown-Weverton . Abandonment  applied  for  by  Chessie. 


Purchase  by  Southern.  Operation  by 
Southern  with  .subsidy. 

Do. 


Do. 


Purchase  by  lot»l  interests.  Operation  by 
Southern  with  subsidy. 

Purchase  by  operator  or  local  interests. 
Operation  by  carrier  to  be  named. 

Purchase  by  operator  of  remainder  of  line 
in  Pennsylvania.  Operation  by  carrier  to 
be  named. 

Purchase  by  MDOT.  Rehabilitation  with 
Federal.  State,  and  local  funds.  Lease  to 
operator  of  entire  line. 

IMirchase  and  rehabilitation  by  Cecil 
County.  Operation  by  contractor. 

Right-of-way  purchase  by  State  or  local 
interests. 

Right-of-way  purcha.se  bv  Southern. 

Do. 

Do. 

I'olcntial  subsidy. 


Source:  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Phase  II,  op.  cit.,  pp.  121-122. 


Tlie  Southern  Railway  has  made  a  com¬ 
mitment  to  acquire  all  Penn  Central  track¬ 
age  on  Delmarva.  'Those  lines  which  are  not 
Included  In  the  offer  to  Southern  by  the 
United  States  Railroad  Association  will  be 
acquired  directly  from  the  estate  of  the 
Penn  Central.  The  rlghts-of-way  of  these 
Delmarva  lines  which  will  not  be  offered  a 
rail  service  continuation  subsidy  will  there¬ 
fore  be  acquired  and  held  Intact  for  the 
future  by  the  Southern  Railway,  The  State 
of  Maryland  supports  this  action  as  long  as 
It  Is  understood  that  the  State  Is  not  waiv¬ 
ing  Its  right  of  first  refusal  to  purchase  the 
property  under  the  Regional  Rail  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act.  In  the  event  the  Southern  Is 
unable  to  effect  a  purchase  of  these  proper¬ 
ties,  the  Department  will  financially  assist 
In  preserving  them  for  transportation-related 
uses.  However,  If  the  primary  reason  for 
maintaining  a  right-of-way  Intact  Is  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  the  plans  of  other  State, 
Federal  or  local  agencies,  or  a  private  group, 
other  sources  of  funding  must  be  used.” 


”  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Phase  II,  op. 
clt.,  pp.  122-123. 


The  failure  of  the  Southern  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  various  Delmarva  lines  neces¬ 
sitated  an  amendment  to  the  original 
Maryland  State  Rail  Plan;  a  new  prior¬ 
ity  listing  of  rail  lines  was  formulated 
(see  Table  5)  and  a  revised  list  of  rail 
lines  for  which  a  ccaitinuation  subsidy 
was  not  to  be  offered  was  incorporated 
(see  Table  6).  While  the  report  essen¬ 
tially  mirrored  Maryland’s  December, 
1975  report  there  were  a  number  of 
changes.  ’The  conclusions  reached  by  the 
Maryland  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  those  eight  lines 
studied  by  the  RSPO  were  also  restated, 
with  some  sentence  changes  and  omis¬ 
sions  but  retaining  their  general  mean¬ 
ing.  ’The  most  significant  changes  are 
shown  below: 

( 1 )  USRA  Line  No.  142 :  Colora  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Border 

ITie  portion  of  the  Penn  Central  Octoraro 
Secondary  Track  extending  from  the  State 
border  to  Colora,  Maryland  is  ranked  seventh 
In  the  prlMTlty  list.  •  •  • 
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Timm  B. — Frioritif  UtUmn  for  Federal  mtetetmee 


Un* 


Annual 

irng^of 

4eni— It 


Taltlal  Hiiaal 
opantlns  anbsldy 


Marylaod  OUmt 
Stata 


BahabiUtation  oofit 


Alaiyiaiid  Ottar 
8Ut« 


Bank; 

1  8aafard-Cainlirld(« - - 

S  Horioek-PwaUm - - 

3  Frederick-Monaeaey  Blaw - 

4  8.  of  Poeamoka-Va.  Una.. 

3  Chaatartown-CantaralUa - - 

•  Clayton-EaBton _ _ ...... 

7  Colora-Mt>/PAborder..._...  .......... 

8  Salisbury-IIebron.... _ _ _ 

9  Queen  Anne-Denton . . . 

10  Monooacy  Biver-MD/PA  border......... 

11  Monoeaey  River  Bridica... _ _ 

13  Aoquisltion  of  Blghta-of-Way: 

A.  Kings  Creek-Crisfleld . . . 

B.  Hurloek-Vienna. _ _ ... 

C.  Queenstown-Qneen  Anne............ 

D.  Northern  Central....... . . 

£.  East  of  SaUsbury-ParsonsbtDK . . 


87,600,841 

$378,203 

$(»)60,094 

1.064,822 

NA 

48,841 

0 

A14L3S8 

163,280 

(»)  191,781 

2,106,160 

387,410 

(»)  46(390 

^846;  389 

320,336 

(▼)  140(640 

C) 

36,695 

90,311 

67’ 671 

881072 

76;  068 

_ _ 

61,110 

176,062 

0  0 


61.333  . 

(at). 
48,  la . 


a98,718  $(»)  186,171 

1901998  . . 

106,238 
138,234 
1,613,770 
1,010,994 

116,000  _ 

164,971  _ 

21(1 3H _ 

783,418  _ 

387,600  . . . 


(*)006,171 

(0)104,463 

(0)438,324 


Totals. 


17,087,17 


1.687.844 


48,874  8,807,088 


1.8B118 


( )  ••  Denotes  posttlve  hnpaet. 

O-No  further  impact  from  abandonment,  as  line  has  been  out  of  service  since  1971. 

(D)aa  Delaware. 

-Virginia. 

Non.— (1)  Initial  operating  subsidy  before  rehabilitation.  (3)  Initial  operating  sobsidy  and  rebabiUtatian  eetimatea 
Include  15  p^  oontingency.  (3)  RdUtbiliatlon  to  ClaH  II  (26  mpb)  eicept  for  Horfock-Pieston.  Frederick,  North 
of  Frederick,  Salisbory-Uebron,  and  Qneen  Anna-Denton.  (4)  Colora  is  purebase  of  ROW  only. 

Source;  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Amendment,  op.  clt.,  p.  ni-2. 

Table  6. — Rail  limee  for  ichiek  a  eonUnuation  eubsidy  ie  not  offered 


Line  or  service  Impacts  of  Estimated  annual  Adlasted  1978  DisptMHioa 

abandonment  snbsidy  required  earioads  of  property 


CfockeysvUle,  MD/PA  border  (146) _  («) 


Hnriock-Vienna  (153) .  •  1(884) 

Kings  Creek-Crisfleld  (163) .  $68,399 

Quesnstown-Qiieen  Anne  (161)....... _ _  $48,148 

£.  Salisbury- Parsonsbnrgb  (166) . . . 


(>) 


$210,000 

$340^000 

$240^000 


7 

100 

68 


StaU/loeal 

interests. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Da 


•  Out  o(  service. 

>  Denotes  a  positive  impact  of  abandonment. 

SotntCB:  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Amendment,  op.  C 

•  •  •  •  e 

The  portion  of  the  line  In  Maryland  is  es¬ 
timated  by  SEPTA  to  coat  approximately 
$31,000  to  purchase  and  $100,000  to  rehabili¬ 
tate.  Cecil  County  has  agreed  to  provide  one- 
half  of  any  necesary  matching  funds  tac 
purchase  and  rehabilitation.  The  State  will 
provide  one-half  of  the  non-Federal  share 
of  the  cost.  Cecil  County  will  hcMd  title  to 
the  property. 

The  purchase  of  the  line  will  occur  in  the 
first  year  of  the  subsidy  program  so  that  the 
right-of-way  can  be  protected.  Rehabilita¬ 
tion  will  not  occur  within  the  first  two 
years  of  the  subsidy  program  because  of  the 
limited  Federal  entitlement  funds. 

It  Is  anticipated  the  rehabilitation  could 
occur  between  the  third  and  fifth  years 
the  subsidy  program  should  Federal  monies 
be  available. 

Cecil  County  and  'SEPTA  are  negotiating 
with  a  carrier  to  rehabilitate  the  line  with 
the  Federal  aid  and  to  operate  it  without 
a  subsidy. 

(2)  USRA  Lim  No.  145;  Cocketsville  to 
TRE  PeNKSYLVANIA  BOEDER 

•  •  •  '  •  • 

The  Department  in  conjunction  with  other 

State  agencies  or  local  governmental  units 
will  pursue  the  possible  purchases  of  right- 
of-way  between  Cockeysville  and  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Line.  At  the  present  time,  the  De¬ 
partment  is  not  pursuing  reinstitution  et 
through  freight  or  passenger  service  on  this 
line. 


I.,  p.  III-18. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No.  160:  Qttxen  Annx- 
Dxnton 

The  Queen  Anne-Denton  portion  of  the 
Denton  Track  of  the  Penn  Central  is  ranked 
ninth  in  the  priority  list.  •  •  • 

The  Department  will  negotiate  a  lease 
with  the  Penn  Central  Estate  and  Conrall 
will  operate  the  service  under  subsidy.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  term  of  the  lease,  efforts  will  be 
continued  to  obtain  local  ownership  of  this 
line  as  a  long-raqge  solution.  The  local 
shippers  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  pro¬ 
vide  part  of  the  required  subsidy  and  the 
State  will  provide  the  remaining  non- 
Federal  portion. 

Rehabilitation  to  Class  I  will  not  occur 
during  the  first  two  years  of  the  program 
because  of  limited  Federal  entitlement 
funds.  It  is  anticipated  that  rehabilitation 
would  occur  between  the  third  and  fifth 
years  if  Federal  monies  are  available. 

(4)  USRA  Line  No.  163;  Kings  Creek- 
CaiSFIELO 

•  •  •  The  portion  of  the  line  from  mile¬ 
post  0.0  to  milepost  1.3  is  to  be  conveyed  to 
Conrall.  •  •  •  The  estimated  annual  sub¬ 
sidy  for  the  balance  of  the  line  is  $340,000, 
more  than  six  times  the  quantifiable  Impacts 
of  abandoning  service.  The  Department  will 
coordinate  acquisition  of  the  [remaining] 
right-of-way  after  abandonment  of  service. 
This  right-of-way  should  be  preserved  since 
rail  service  to  the  proposed  Smnerset  County 
Deep  Water  Port  at  disfield  may  be  neces¬ 
sary.  A  combination  of  State  and  local 
sources  will  be  investigated. 


(8)  USRA  Lon  Ho.  16$:  CLATroN-Baaroir 

The  Clayton-Easton  Hne  to  ranked  sixth  in 
the  piioftty  Ueting.  Abandonment  of  this 
line  srould  also  mean  the  abandonment  of 
Me  subsegmeBt  flum  Queen  Anne  to  Den¬ 
ton.  EBUnutoed  total  impact  of  this  action 
to  nearly  $aji  million  whereas  the  coat  of 
continued  operation  to  ealculated  to  be  leas 
than  $400,000  in  the  Initial  year,  and  re¬ 
habilitation  of  the  line  to  estimated  to  ooat 
less  than  $900,000.  TraAc  on  this  line  to  ex¬ 
pected  to  grow  to  1,367  carloads  in  1978,  mak¬ 
ing  the  line  one  of  the  more  heavily  used 
on  the  Eastern  Shore.  The  governments  of 
Caroline  and  Talbot  Counties  have  tenta¬ 
tively  agreed  to  fund  one-half  of  the  non- 
Federal  share  as  required  by  State  policy. 

The  State  of  Delaware  will  make  a  por¬ 
tion  of  their  Federal  entitlement  funds 
available  for  the  portion  of  this  line  located 
in  Delaware.  Any  required  matching  funds 
will  come  from  local  sources. 

The  Department  will  negotiate  to  lease 
this  line  from  the  Penn  Central  Estate  and 
Conrall  will  operate  the  line  imder  subsidy 
agreement. 

No  rehabilitation  on  the  Maryland  portion 
of  this  line  will  occur  during  the  first  two 
years  of  the  subsidy  program  because  avail¬ 
able  Federal  entitlement  funds  will  have 
been  exhausted  on  operating  costs  of  all  lines 
in  the  program  plus  rMiabUltatlon  of  prior¬ 
ity  lines  number  one  through  number  five. 
Rehabilitation  to  Class  H  c^ieratlng  stand¬ 
ards  will  occur  sometime  during  the  third  to 
fifth  years  of  the  program  should  Federal 
monies  be  available. 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  Delaware  portion 
of  the  line  should  occur  during  the  first  or 
second  year  of  the  program. 

(6)  USRA  Line  No.  198:  Fbxseeick -Hanover 

The  portion  of  the  Frederick  Secondary 
Track  from  the  Monocacy  River  Bridge  to  the 
Maryland/Pennsylvania  Border  to  ranked 
tenth  in  the  State  Rail  Plan  priority  list¬ 
ing.  *  *  *  In  addition,  the  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  to  Interested  in  pro¬ 
viding  this  service,  ultimately  as  part  of  a 
through  route.  •  •  • 

USRA  has  issued  an  errata  to  the  Final 
System  Plan  recommending  that  this  prop¬ 
erty  be  accpilred  by  the  Maryland  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Railroad.  The  Maryland  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Railroad  was  conveyed  a  portion  of 
this  line  within  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
from  Tork  to  Hanover  by  action  of  USRA. 
The  State  of  Pennsylvania  will  subsidize 
operations  from  Hanover  to  south  of  Llttles- 
town.  Pennsylvania.  Maryland  will  subsidize 
operations  from  south  of  Llttlestown  to  the 
Monocacy  River. 


The  Department  will  negotiate  to  lease  the 
line  from  the  Penn  Ontral  Estate  and  the 
Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  Railroad  will 
operate  it  under  a  subsidy  agreement.  Re¬ 
habilitation  will  not  occur  during  the  first 
two  years  of  the  subsidy  program  because  of 
limited  Federal  entitlement  funds.  It  is  an¬ 
ticipated  that  rehabilitation  will  take  place 
between  the  third  and  fifth  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  should  Federal  monies  be  available. 

The  Monocacy  River  Bridge  was  washed 
out  in  June,  1973  by  Hurrican  Agnes.  •  •  • 
Restoration  of  this  bridge  is  the  eleventh 
priority  in  the  State  Rail  Plan. 

•  •  •  •  • 

Dim  to  limited  Federal  entltlonent  funds, 
it  is  not  expected  that  this  structure  would 
be  rehabilitated  before  the  latter  part  of  the 
five-year  program. 
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Table  7. — Maryland’*  lonff-term  rail  line  di«po»ition  strateffp,  1976 


Lin* 


Immediate  disposition 


Ultimate  diqxMition 


Sealord-Oambridge . 


Horlock-Preston... . . 

Frederick  North  of  Fred¬ 
erick. 

Mainline-Pocomoke  to  Vir¬ 
ginia  border. 

Townsend-Massey . . 

Cbestertown-Masseyt . . 

CntreviUe-Massey _ 

Clayton-Easton . . 

Maryland/PMinsylTania 

border-Colora. 

Salisbury-H  ebrou . 


Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 
Estate.  Operation  by  Con  Rail  with 
subsidy. 

. do . 

Lease  by  MDOT  from  Perm  Central 
Estate.  Operation  by  Chessie  with 
subsidy. 

Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 
Estate.  Operation  by  ConRail  with 
subsidy. 

. do.. . . 

_ do...t... . 

_ do . . . . . 

_ edo . . . 

Out  of  service . 


Queene  Anne-Denton _ 

North  of  Frederick,  Mary- 
land/Penn.sylvania  bor¬ 
der. 

Monocaoy  River  Bridge . . 


Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 
Estate.  Operation  by  ConRail  with 
subsidy. 

_ do . 

Lease  by  MDOT  from  Penn  Central 
Estate.  Operation  by  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania  RR.  with  subsidy. 

Out  of  service . 


C'ockoysville,  Maryland' . do . 

I’ennsylvania  border. 

Ilurlock-V’ienna . Tennination  of  service . 

Kings  Creek-Crislield . do . 

Queen  Anne-Queenstown . do . . 

Hagerstown-Weverton . AI>andonnienl  applied  for  by  Chessie 

System. 

East  of  Salisbury-Parsons-  Out  of  service . 

Inirg. 


Purchase  by  Carrier  (ConRail  or  other) 
after  rehabilitation  and  profitable  opera¬ 
tion. 

Do. 

Ihircbase  by  operator  or  local  interests. 
Operation  by  single  carrier  from  Fred¬ 
erick  to  York,  Pennsylvania. 

Purchase  by  Carrier  (ConRail  or  other) 
after  rehabilitation  in  conjunction  with 
entire  mainline  to  Cape  Charles.  Va. 

Purchase  by  Carrier  (ConRail  or  other) 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Purchase  by  Cecil  County.  Rehabilitation 
by  Cecil  County.  Operation  by  con¬ 
tractor. 

I'urchase  by  Carrier  (ConRail  or  other) 
after  rehabilitation  and  profitable  opera¬ 
tion. 

Do. 

Purchase  by  Carrier  (Md.  &  Pa.  RR.  or 
other)  after  rehabilitation  and  profitable 
operation. 

Purchase  by  MDOT.  Rehabilitation  with 
Federal,  State  and  local  funds.  I.«ase  to 
operator  of  entire  line. 

Right-of-way  purchatte  by  State  or  local 
interests. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Potential  subsidy. 

Right-of-way  pun-hase  by  State  or  local 
interests. 


SoracK:  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Amendment  1,  op.-cit.,  pp.  VTlI-l/\TII-2. 
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(7)  USRA  Like  No.  190:  Pbedeeick-Momocact 

Bam 

The  Maryland  Department  of  Transporta* 
tion  will  negotiate  with  the  Penn  Central 
Estate  to  lease  this  trackage,  and  the  Chessie 
System  has  agreed  to  continue  operatltm  on 
this  line.  •  •  *  In  the  event  the  line  cannot 
be  operated  as  a  through  route,  Chessie  has 
agreed  to  serve  the  shippers  on  this  line  on 
a  more  permanent  basis  as  long  as  it  is  not 
financially  responsible  for  purchase,  rehabili¬ 
tation  or  maintenance  of  the  property. 

The  rehabilitation  of  this  line  is  proposed 
to  occur  during  the  second  year  of  the  sub¬ 
sidy  program  as  the  third  priority  in  the 
overall  program.  Rehabilitation  will  be  to 
Class  I  Standards. 

(8)  USRA  Line  No.  676:  Salisbubt -Hebron 

The  Salisbury-Hebron  Line  is  ranked 
eighth  in  the  priority  list.  This  line  bad  an 
average  of  155  carloads  per  mile  in  1973. 
Several  large  shippers  at  Hebron  had  shipped 
as  many  as  853  cars  per  year  in  1974.  In  addi¬ 
tion  the  impacts  of  abandoning '  this  line 
could  mean  20  to  25  jobs  lost. 

The  Department  will  negotiate  a  lease  for 
this  line  with  the  Penn  Central  Estate  and 
Conrall  will  operate  it  under  a  subsidy  con¬ 
tract.  Rehabilitation  is  proposed  to  Class  I 
Standards  but  will  not  occur  in  the  first  two 
years  of  the  subsidy  program  because  of  the 
limited  Federal  entitlement  funds.  It  is  an¬ 
ticipated  that  rehabilitation  would  occur 
between  the  third  and  fifth  years  should 
Federal  monies  be  available. 

Maryland’s  long-term  strategy,  includ¬ 
ing  the  immediate  and  ultimate  proposed 
disposition  of  branch  lines  (see  Table  7) , 
was  also  altered  in  the  March,  1976  Re¬ 
port.  The  State  recommended  that: 

Present  Federal  assistance  available  tmder 
the  Act  will  expire  on  July  1,  1981.  The  De¬ 
partment's  strategy  during  this  period  is  to 
maximize  rehabUitation  of  those  lines  where 
a  subsidy  for  rehabilitation  should  make  the 
line  profitable  at  current  traffic  levels,  or 
where  probable  traffic  growth  will  enhance  a 
line’s  chances  of  becoming  viable.  A  rail 
service  continuation  subsidy  will  not  be 
offered  unless  the  line  is  brought  up  to  FRA 
Class  I  standards  at  a  minimum.  The  De¬ 
partment's  objective  is  to  subsidize  only 
those  branchra  which  will,  at  most,  require 
a  small  local  subsidy  after  Federal  and  State 
assistance  ends  on  July  1,  1981. 

It  is  the  long-term  goal  of  the  State  Rail 
Plan  to  ultimately  retiun  rail  properties  to 
solvent  carriers  for  operation  as  a  part  of 
their  overaU  rail  network.  Several  lines  in 
the  overaU  priority  listing  will  be  profitable 
following  rehabilitation  and  annual  mainte¬ 
nance.  As  a  secondary  objective  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  non -profitable  lines  in  the  plan 
will  operate  at  such  a  small  loss  that  the 
annual  subsidy  can  be  paid  by  shippers  or 
local  interests  after  July.  1981. 

In  all  instances  where  pmehase  by  a  sol¬ 
vent  carrier  is  not  practical,  the  State  will 
piuaue  the  posslbUity  of  purchase  by  other 
entities  (local  government  or  shippers 
groups)  that  would  ensure  long  term  service 
on  a  particular  line. 

On  those  lines  where  service  has  already 
terminated  or  will  terminate  on  April  1, 1976, 
the  State  wiU  pursue  the  possibility  of  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  right-of-way  by  State  or  local 
interests  to  protect  the  potential  for  ultimate 
reuse  of  the  pr(^>erty.  Given  the  anticipated 
levM  of  entitleinent  funds  available  to  Mary¬ 
land,  it  is  unlikely  ttiat  Federal  funds  will 
be  used  for  this  purpose. 


After  the  initial  operating  year  (April 
1976-Aprll  1977),  the  State  Rail  Plan  may 
be  amended  to  refiect  continuation  of  rail 
services  on  branch  lines  by  short  line  rail 
carriers  instead  of  Conrall  in  some  Instances. 
During  the  Initial  subsidy  period,  short  line 
carrier  proposals  will  be  evaluated  by  the 
State  for  operation  after  April  1977.** 

The  most  current  published  priority 
listing  of  rail  lines  for  which  Maryland 
wishes  to  receive  Federal  assistance  was 
included  in  the  State’s  August,  1976  Re¬ 
port  (see  Table  8).  The  evolution  of  the 
State’s  priority  listings  from  1973-1976 
can  be  analyzed  by  referring  to  Tables 
1.  2,  5,  and  8. 

In  its  August,  1976  Report,  the  State 
again  made  an  individual  line-by-line 
analysis  on  those  eight  lines  studied  by 
the  RSPO.  The  conclusions  of  the  State 
were  essentially  a  restatement  with  some 
sentence  changes  and  omissions  but  re¬ 
taining  the  general  meaning.  The  most 
significant  changes  are  shown  below: 

(1)  USRA  Line  No.  142:  Colora  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Border 

The  portion  of  the  Penn  Central  Octoraro 
Secondary  Track  extending  from  the  state 
border  to  Colora,  Maryland  is  included  in 
RehablUtatlon  Category  C.  An  errata  to  Fi¬ 
nal  System  Plan  has  been  issued  to  convey 
that  portion  of  the  Octoraro  Secondary  Track 
in  Maryland  to  Conrall  for  acquisition  by 
Southeastern  Pennsylvania  Transportation 
Authority  (SEPTA),  contingent  upon  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  property  by  Cecil  County.  Mary¬ 
land.  An  application  for  Federal  funding  of 
this  acquisition  has  been  filed.  *  •  • 

The  portion  of  the  line  in  Maryland  is  es¬ 
timated  by  SEPTA  to  cost  approximately 
$15,000.  •  •  • 


*■  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  Amendment  I, 
op.  clt.,  p.  vni-3. 


(2)  USRA  Line  No.  145:  Cocketsville  to 
THE  Pennsylvania  Border 

No  changes  were  made  in  Maryland's  con¬ 
clusions. 

(3)  USRA  Line  No.  150:  Queen  Anne- 

Denton 

This  line  was  discussed  under  USRA  Line 
No.  169. 

(4)  USRA  Line  No.  163:  Kings  Creek- 

Crisfield 

No  changes  were  made  in  Maryland’s  con¬ 
clusions. 

(5)  USRA  Line  No.  169:  Easton-Clayton 

The  Clayton,  Delaware-Easton,  Maryland 
and  Queen  Anne,  Maryland-Denton,  Mary¬ 
land  lines  are  Included  in  Rehabilitation 
Category  B. 

Estimated  total  impact  of  abandonment  is 
nearly  $2.8  million,  whereas  the  cost  of  con¬ 
tinued  operation  is  calculated  to  be  about 
$500,000  in  the  initial  year.  Rehabilitation  of 
these  lines  is  estimated  to  cost  about  $1.3 
million.  Traffic  on  these  lines  is  expected  to 
grow  to  1,577  carloads  in  1978,  making  the 
complex  one  of  the  more  heavily  used  on  the 
Eastern  Shore. 

*  •  •  •  • 

The  rehabilitation  of  the  Delaware  portion 
of  the  line  with  100  percent  Federal  funds 
should  occur  during  the  first  year  of  the 
program. 

No  rehabilitation  on  the  Maryland  portion 
of  this  line  is  proposed  during  the  first  two 
years  of  the  subsidy  program.  Rehabilitation 
may  occur  during  the  third  to  fifth  years  of 
the  program,  should  the  cost-revenue  rela¬ 
tionships  improve. 

(6)  USRA  Line  No.  198:  Frederick- 

Hanover 

The  portion  of  the  Frederick  Secondary 
Track  from  the  Monocacy  River  Bridge  to 
the  Maryland/Pennsylvania  border  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  Rehabilitation  Category  C.  *  *  * 
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Table  8. — Priority  k^tiny  for  continuri  sert'ice  geHcrol  priority  number  1,  opermtions 


Lin* 

Annual 
impact  of 
abandonment 

Estimated  subsidy 

Maryland 

Other  State 

Rank; 

t8,6U,««3 

(') 

3,141,238 
2;  186, 100 
90,811 
2^034,471 
61,110 

(>) 

0240. 470 

(t>)$39,334 

2  Frededck-MonocMV  River.. . . . . 

7,575  .. 
57, 195 

(U2. 338, 781 

427,303 

(")4S,  114 

5  ^tabory-Hebron . . 

57,571  .. 
433,509 
294,803  .. 
35,005  .. 

(0)153,330 

7  Monocacy  River,  Maryland/Pennsylvania  bonkr. . . 

Totals . . 

16,057,963 

1,560,301 

2,574,650 

■  Not  availablrs. 

Note.— Operaliii*  subsidy  btibre  rehEbiliUtion,  (D)-Del«WM»,  (V)»Virglnis. 


Souivr:  Maryland  Stale  Rail  Plan,  op.  eit,  p.  81. 

The  Immediate  potential  for  Industrial  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  corridor  and  other  non- 
quantlflable  benefits  of  retaining  adequate 
service  on  this  trackage  indicate  that  a  sub¬ 
sidy  may  be  desirable. 

The  Department  Is  negotiating  to  lease  the 
line  from  the  Penn  Central  Estate,  and  the 
Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  Railroad  pres¬ 
ently  is  operating  under  a  subsidy  agreement. 
Rehabilitation  will  not  occur  during  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future  until  the  cost-revenue  picture 
Improves. 

Because  of  the  extremely  poor  cost  versus 
revenue  situation  on  this  line,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  will  closely  monitor  the  first  year  of 
subsidy  operation.  Extensions  of  the  subsidy 
contract  beyond  March  31, 19T7  will  be  highly 
dependent  on  the  cost  of  first  year  opera¬ 
tions,  local  commitment  and  the  potential 
for  long  term  viability. 

The  Monocacy  River  Bridge  was  washed 
out  in  June,  1972  by  Hurricane  Agnes.  Since 
that  time  (^rations  along  the  Frederick 
Secondary  Track  have  been  limited  to  service 
from  Frederick  northward  to  the  Monocacy 
River  by  Chessle  and  service  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  south  to  the  Monocacy  River  formerly 
by  Penn  Central  and  now  the  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  under  subsidy'*  *  *. 
Restoration  of  this  bridge  is  Included  in  Re¬ 
habilitation  Category  C. 

Rebuilding  this  structure  will  allow  the 
Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  Railroad  to  gain 
access  to  two  major  railroads  (Chessie  and 
Conrall) .  Due  to  limited  Federal  entitlement 
funds  and  the  poor  cost-revenue  relationship 
on  the  Monocacy  River — Maryland /Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Border  line,  this  structure  is  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  rehabilitated  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  The  estimated  cost  of  reconstruction 
is  $250,000. 

(7)  USRALine  No.  199:  FsEDERirK-MoNoCACV 
River 

The  portion  of  the  Penn  Central  Frederick 
Secondary  Track  from  Frederick  to  the  Mo¬ 
nocacy  River  Bridge  is  Included  in  Rehabili¬ 
tation  Category  A  *  *  *.  USRA  did  not  ana¬ 
lyze  this  line  and  listed  it  under  the  heading 
“Pending  Section  304(f)  Applications  as  of 
June  26,  1975".  This  classification  led  USRA 
to  Ignore  an  estimated  173  carloads  per  year 
generated  by  this  3.8  mile  section  of  rail¬ 
road  •  •  *. 

The  Maryland  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  is  negotiating  with  the  Penn  Central 
Estate  to  lease  this  trackage.  The  Chessie  Sys¬ 
tem  has  agreed  to  continue  operation  on  this 
line  while  a  subsidy  agreement  is  being  ne¬ 
gotiated.  If  the  Monacacy  River  Bridge  is 
restored,  this  trackage  could  become  part  of 
a  threugh  service  operating  north  of  the 
bridge  with  the  ultimate  operator,  or  local 
Interests,  purchasing  the  property.  In  the 
event  the  line  cannot  be  operated  as  a 
through  route,  Chessie  would  serve  the  ship¬ 
pers  on  this  line  under  a  subsidy  contract. 


The  rehabllltatltHi  of  this  line  la  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  first  year  of  the  subsidy 
program  •  •  *. 

(8)  USRA  Link  No.  676:  Salisburt-Hxbron 

The  Sallsbury-Hebron  line  Is  included  In 
Rehabilltotion  Category  A  *  •  *. 

The  Department  Is  negotiating  a  lease  for 
this  line  with  the  Penn  Central  Estate  and 
Conrall  presently  is  operating  It  under  a  sub¬ 
sidy  contract.  Rehabilitation  to  Class  I  stand¬ 
ards  Is  proposed  during  the  second  year  of 
the  subsidy  program. 

Of  tbe  eight  lines  Maryland  requested 
the  RSPO  to  evaluate,  three  are  not 
presently  active  (USRA  lines  Numbers 
142,  145  and  163)  and  five  are  being  op¬ 
erated  under  subsidy.**  USRA  line  Num¬ 
bers  150,  164,  and  676  are  being  operated 
by  Conrail;  USRA  Line  No.  148  is  being 
operated  by  the  Maryland  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Railroad,  and  USRA  line  No. 
199  is  being  operated  by  the  Chessie  Sys¬ 
tem. 

While  Maryland’s  long-term  strategy 
was  altered  slightly  in  its  August,  1976 
Report,  as  shown  below,  its  position  on 
the  immediate  and  ultimate  proposed  ac¬ 
quisition  of  branch  lines  was  identical  to 
that  listed  in  its  March  1976  Report  (see 
Table  7) : 

Present  Federal  assistance  available  under 
the  Act  will  expire  on  July  1,  1981.  The  De¬ 
partment’s  strategy  during  this  period  Is  to 
maximize  rehabilitation  of  those  lines  where 
a  rehabilitation  subsidy  should  make  the 
line  profitable,  at  current  traffic  levels,  or 
where  probable  traffic  growth  will  enhance 
a  line’s  chances  of  profitability.  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  objective  Is  to  subsidize  only  those 
branches  which,  at  most,  will  require  a  small 
local  subsidy  after  Federal  and  State  assist¬ 
ance  ends  on  July  1, 1981. 

It  Is  the  long  term  goal  of  the  State  Rail 
Plan  ultimately  to  return  rail  properties  to 
solvent  carriers  for  operation  as  a  part  of 
their  overall  rail  network.  Several  lines  In 
the  overall  priority  listing  should  be  self- 
supporting  following  rehabilitation  and  an¬ 
nual  maintenance.  As  a  secondary  objective. 
It  Is  anticipated  that  non-profitable  lines  in 
the  plan  will  operate  at  such  a  small  loss 
that  the  annual  subsidy  can  be  paid  by  ship¬ 
pers  or  local  interests  after  July,  1981. 


*'On  April  1,  1976,  service  was  officially 
abandoned  on  USRA  Lines  Numbers  142,  145, 
and  163.  Abandonment  of  tbe  properties  re¬ 
mains  uncertain,  but  the  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  has  the  first  right  to 
purchase  any  abandoned  rail  properties 
within  the  State.  See;  Maryland  State  Rail 
Plan,  op.  cit,  p.  7. 


In  all  Instances  where  purchase  by  a  sol¬ 
vent  carrier  la  not  practical,  tbe  State  will 
pursue  the  possibility  of  purchase  by  other 
entitles  (local  government  or  shippers 
groups)  to  ensure  long  term  service. 

On  those  lines,  where  service  terminated 
effective  April  1,  1976,  the  State  will  pursue 
the  possibility  of  purchase  of  tbe  right-of- 
way  by  State  or  local  Interests  to  protect  the 
potential  for  ultimate  reuse  of  the  property 
Given  the  anticipated  level  of  entitlement 
funds  available  to  Maryland,  it  Is  unlikely 
that  Federal  funds  will  be  used  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

After  the  Initial  operating  year  (April  1976 
April  1977),  the  State  Rail  Plan  may  be 
amended  to  refiect.  In  some  Instances,  con¬ 
tinuation  of  rail  services  on  branch  lines  by 
short  line  rail  carriers  Instead  of  Conrail 
During  the  initial  subsidy  period,  short  line 
carrier  proposals  will  be  evaluated  by  the 
State  for  operation  after  April  1977.*' 

Results  of  the  RSPO  Evaluations 

The  remainder  of  this  summary  con¬ 
sists  of  a  discussion  of  the  results  of 
RSPO’s  in-depth  evaluations  of  the  eight 
Maryland  lines.  FuU  evaluations , of  the 
individual  lines  will  be  published  sepa¬ 
rately  at  a  later  date.  Included  in  the 
present  discussion  are  summaries  of  the 
evaluatimis  of  each  of  the  lines  and  of 
the  actions  which  may  be  necessary  to 
make  the  lines  econcHnical.  The  0£Bce 
has  found  that  there  are  many  actions 
which  could  be  applied  to  all  of  the  lines; 
therefore,  this  discussion  will  first  ana¬ 
lyze  those  actions  capable  of  general  ap¬ 
plication.  It  will  then  briefly  discuss  the 
lines  on  an  individual  basis,  identifyng 
the  lines,  some  of  their  specific  problems, 
and  the  actions  best-suited  to  dealing 
with  those  problems. 

Actions  which  may  be  Necessary  for  ail 
Lines  Studied.  For  purposes  of  this  re¬ 
port,  the  courses  of  action  which  may  be 
pursued  in  attempting  to  make  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  eight  lines  economical 
have  been  divided  into  five  categories: 
subsidization  by  the  public  sector;  in¬ 
creased  railroad  revenue  and/or  traffic; 
decreased  railroad  costs;  acquisition  by 
other  railroads  and/or  government  en¬ 
tities;  and  economic  development  pro¬ 
grams.  Each  of  the  alternatives  has  cer¬ 
tain  advantages  and  disadvantages,  and 
it  must  be  recognized  that  there  is  no 
single  “magic”  formula  for  success.  Ob¬ 
viously,  these  strategies  are  not  mutually 
exclusive,  and  the  particular  combina¬ 
tion  which  will  prove  most  successful  can 
best  be  determined  only  after  an  exten¬ 
sive  examination  of  the  many  factors  af¬ 
fecting  traffic  and  market  potentials. 
The  ultimate  choice  among  strategies 
may  vary  with  the  line  segment  and  may 
be  determined  by  political  im^ratives  as 
well  as  the  demands  of  economic  ef¬ 
ficiency.’  ^ 

Subsidization  by  the  public  sector.  Di¬ 
rect  subsidization  by  the  public  sector 
is  often  advanced  as  the  single  best  al¬ 
ternative  to  abandonment  of  light-den¬ 
sity  lines.  Proponents  of  this  viewpoint 
cite  the  provisions  of  the  RRR  Act 
which  imply  that,  if  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  continue  rail  services  that  are 


*0  Maryland  State  Rail  Plan,  op.  clt.,  pp. 
96-97. 
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not  financially  viable  in  the  private  sec¬ 
tor.  the  public  must  be  willing  to  assume 
at  least  partial  financial  responsibility 
for  the  losses  incurred. 

Section  402(a)  (1)  erf  the  RRR  Act  in'o- 
vides  financial  sissistance  “*  *  *  in  the 
provision  of  rail  service  continuation 
payments,  the  acquisition  or  moderniza¬ 
tion  of  rail  properties,  Including  the 
preservation  of  rights-of-way  for  future 
rail  service,  the  construction  or  improve¬ 
ment  of  facilities  necessary  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  transportation  of  freight 
previously  moved  by  rail  service,  and  the 
cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  rail 
service  facilities  such  as  yards,  shops, 
docks  or  other  facilities  useful  in  facil¬ 
itating  and  maiiitaining  main  line  or 
local  rail  service.’’”  The  RRR  Act  pro¬ 
vides  a  detailed  procedure  for  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  rail  service  continuation 
payments:  however,  frran  the  language 
of  section  402  and  from  the  funding  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  RRR  Act,  as  amended  by 
the  RRRR  Act,  it  is  clear  that  a  service 
continuation  subsidy  is  to  be  viewed  as 
a  short-term  transitional  measure  and 
not  as  a  permanent  solution  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  a  light-density  line. 

’There  are  numerous  alternatives  to 
rail  service  continuation  payments  which 
could  be  employed  by  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land.  However,  before  examining  these 
alternatives,  it  is  necessary  to  discuss  the 
question  of  rehabilitation  of  the  lines. 
'The  Office  has  concluded  from  its  study 
that,  for  almost  all  line  segments  ex¬ 
amined,  unless  the  individual  lines  are 
rehabilitated  to  at  least  FRA  Class  I 
standards,  implementatiMi  of  any  other 
courses  of  action  will  not  prove  siifficient 
to  make  the  lines  economical.  In  some 
cases,  lines  which  could  ordinarily  be 
served  easily  in  cme  day  require  two  days 
because  the  trains  must  literally  creep 
across  the  tracks.  It  is  doubtful  that  any 
combination  of  -incentives  will  serve  to 
Increase  traffic  over  such  lines  as  long 
as  their  condition  and,  consequently, 
their  service  continues  to  deteriorate. 
Conversely,  the  rehabilitaticm  of  these 
lines  will  c(xitribute  to  an  immediate  re¬ 
duction  in  (grating  costs,  and  the  im¬ 
proved  service  over  the  line  should,  hope¬ 
fully,  produce  an  increase  in  shipments. 
Furthermore,  once  a  line  is  rehabilitated 
it  will  be  more  attractive  to  potential 
rail  patrons  and,  in  some  Instances,  to 
railroads,  which  at  present  are  not  in¬ 
terested  in  either  acquiring  or  operating 
it. 

Among  the  alternatives  to  rail  service 
continuation  payments  would  be  a  direct 
payment  of  an  operating  subsidy  to  cover 
s(Hne  specific  portion  of  the  branch  line 
costs,  e.g.,  maintenance  or  operating 
costs.  Another  form  would  be  a  general 
subsidy  based  on  factors  such  as  antici¬ 
pated  traffic  volume.  Such  a  subsidy 
could  be  vsiriable,  e.'g.,  the  amount  of  the 
subsidy  could  vary  with  the  volume  of 
traffic,  or  the  profit,  or  any  specified  con¬ 
dition.  One  major  problon  is  that  with 
existing  branch  line  data  probl«ns,  it 
would  be  very  difficult  to  determine  the 


“  45  UA.C.  781. 


exact  amount  of  subsidy  needed.  A  relia¬ 
ble  technique  for  estimating  future  de¬ 
mands  for  market  cemditions  fcM-  each 
firm  on  the  line  is  mandatcM-y. 

An  indirect  form  of  subsidy  which 
could  be  employed  is  a  user  tax  applied 
to  other  modes  serving  the  area,  with 
the  resultant  revenues  either  helping  the 
branch  line  or  being  used  for  other  eco¬ 
nomic  stimultis  in  the  area.  'The  main 
problem  with  this  form  of  subsidy  is  that 
the  basic  costs  of  transportation  to  area 
firms  might  effectively  eliminate  them 
from  more  distant  markets  and,  in  effect, 
cause  a  downturn  in  their  overall  busi¬ 
ness. 

Another  form  of  subsidy  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  is  a  payment  by  the  State  or  local 
authority  to  rail  users  for  increased  rail 
use,  which  would  be  the  same  as  a  rate 
reduction  to  shippers  and  consignees.  The 
amount  of  the  subsidy  could  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  how  responsive  the  demand  for 
rail  services  was  to  the  reductiem  in 
rates.  If  the  subsidy  were  paid  for  ter¬ 
minating  as  well  as  originating  traffic,  it 
would  provide  a  direct  incentive  to  in¬ 
duce  consignees  as  well  as  shippers  to 
use  rail.  A  wewd  of  caution,  however,  is 
warranted.  An  incentive  to  compensate 
for  any  imbalances  found  between  in¬ 
bound  and  outbound  traffic  would  have 
to  be  devised  to  insure  the  success  of  a 
subsidy  program. 

It  sho^d  be  stressed  that  a  c(xnplete 
imderstanding  of  traffic  flows,  rates,  and 
c(xnparative  system  costs  is  necessary 
prior  to  the  implementation  of  any  of  the 
subsidy  alternatives  discussed  in  this  Re¬ 
port.  Rail  patron  responses  provide  little 
basis  for  judging  the  likely  success  (or 
cost)  of  different  subsidy  alternatives. 
Information  must  be  obtained  through  a 
detailed  review  of  the  transportatiem  re¬ 
quirements  and  market  potential  for 
each  of  the  firms  (xi  the  line  to  be  sub¬ 
sidized. 

Many  shippers  or  consignees  will  not 
use  rail  service  unless  the  service  is  im¬ 
proved  over  its  current  levels  of  opera¬ 
tion,  which  means  an  increase  in  costs, 
both  in  operations  and  maintenance.  The 
State  or  local  authority  could  grant  a 
subsidy  either  to  a  carrier  or  to  the  firms 
using  the  rail  service,  with  the  necessary 
revenues  provided  by  the  users  as  a  sup¬ 
plemental  charge  which  would  cover 
both  operating  and  capital  losses  of  the 
branch  line.  This  form  of  exchange 
would  avoid  any  subsidy  and  place  the 
burden  of  maintaining  the  service  on 
the  beneficiaries.  In  effect,  the  objections 
of  an  indirect  charge  from  other  modes 
would  be  eliminated;  however,  the  re¬ 
sult  might  well  be  the  same,  an  eventual 
loss  of  business  and  rail  traffic  to  other 
modes  because  of  the  higher  effective 
costs  of  using  rail  service. 

Another  alternative  to  direct  payment 
of  a  specific  subsidy  would  be  some  form 
of  tax  forgiveness  by  the  State  and/or 
local  communities  and  counties;  how¬ 
ever,  most  branch  line  deficits  appear  to 
be  substantially  greater  than  the  rev¬ 
enues  derived  from  taxes  generated  on 
the  branch  lines  under  study.  Tax  for¬ 
giveness  for  rail  patrons  on  the  basis  of 
rail  usage  is  a  possibility  which  also 


might  be  considered.  Tax  relief  programs 
used  in  conjunction  with  other  tech¬ 
niques  would  further  reduce  the  apparent 
cost  of  supporting  rail  operations,  e.g., 
tax  relief  could  reduce  the  reported 
breakeven  operating  cost  and  thereby 
reduce  any  subsidy  paymaits.  A  rate  in¬ 
crease,  in  conjunction  with  tax  relief 
could  also  be  employed.  Another  combi¬ 
nation  would  be  to  increase  traffic  vol¬ 
ume  in  conjimctlon  with  tax  relief  so 
that  the  breakeven  point  could  be 
reached.  However,  it  must  be  pointed  out 
that  the  difference  between  tax  relief 
and  explicit  subsidy  is  more  illusory  than 
real.  If  county  taxes  are  forgiven,  either 
the  burden  must  be  borne  by  other  busi¬ 
nesses  and  residents  in  the  coimty  or 
county  services  wUl  have  to  be  reduced. 
Essentially,  this  is  also  true  on  the  State 
level. 

The  local  or  State  government  could 
assist  branch  line  operations  with  a  va¬ 
riety  of  other  capital  subsidy  programs 
used  separately  or  together  with  operat¬ 
ing  subsidies  or  tax  relief.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  could  involve  grants  for  line 
rehabilitation  and  repair;  the  purchase 
of  equipment;  interest  rate  subsidies;  or 
loan  guarantees.  The  latter  two  types  of 
support  are  Icmger  range  in  nature  and 
might  be  expected  to  have  little  immedi¬ 
ate  effects  on  branch  line  continuance; 
however,  if  offered  in  cooperation  with 
other  types  of  State  aid,  they  might 
prove  attractive. 

Increased  railroad  revenue  and/or 
traffic.  All  possibilities  which  might  re¬ 
sult  in  increasing  the  revenues  gener¬ 
ated  by  the  lines  should  be  explored.  The 
adoption  of  one  or  more  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  actions  on  each  line  could  help  to 
accomplish  this  objective: 

(1)  A  restructuring  of  freight  rates 
on  traffic  on  the  branches  is  necessary.” 
Based  upon  the  ability  of  users  and  con¬ 
sumers  to  stand  the  burden,  freight  rates 
need  to  be  increased.  An  examination  of 
the  users  surveyed  by  the  RSPO  Project 
Teams  found  that  on  many  of  the  lines 
the  increased  costs  to  the  users  which 
would  result  from  a  rate  increase  on 
most  traffic  was  small,  i.e.,  transporta¬ 
tion  costs  do  not  comprise  a  large  share 
of  the  total  costs  of  products  shipped. 

(2)  The  effects  of  reducing  rates 
should  also  be  explored.  In  some  in¬ 
stances,  such  a  reduction  might  result  in 
more  revenues  through,  increased  traffic 
than  would  an  increase  in  rates,  which 
could  have  the  effect  of  reducing  traffic. 


"Railroad  rates  are  set  In  a  complex  way 
with  many  factors  given  consideration  toat 
frequently  result  in  charges  for  particular 
shipments  having  little  relationship  to  the 
cost  of  transporting  the  commodities  moved. 
In  addition,  once  negotiated,  the  rate  levels, 
as  well  SIS  the  specific  rate,  are  difficult  to 
change.  It  is  imperative  that  a  systems  ap¬ 
proach  be  utilized  in  examination  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  level  of  rates  for  the 
specific  branch  lines.  In  many  cstses,  the 
cross-subsidization  of  rates  by  previous  rail 
cssrrier  managements  may  have  been  utilized 
to  accomplish  a  completely  different  set  of 
goals,  with  a  different  oi>eratlng  configiira- 
tion,  than  those  of  the  present  rail  opera¬ 
tions. 
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(3)  A  suit^harge  could  be  placed  on 
all  shipments,  either  on  a  per-unit  basis 
or  on  the  basis  of  an  absolute  charge  per 
rail  patron. 

(4)  Rail  patrons  and  the  railroad 
could  engage  in  cooperative  activities 
designed  to  increase  business. 

(5)  Users  of  a  line  could  agree  to 
guarantee  to  generate  a  specific  amount 
of  tonnage  per  year.  A^eements  for 
such  “loyalty”  shipments  should  include 
a  scale  to  adjust  for  future  cost  changes. 

(6)  The  State  should  explore  the 
possibility  of  taking  an  active  role  in 
rate  negotiations,  either  through  trying 
to  help  a  branch  line  obtain  a  larger 
share  of  existing  revenues  or  through 
encouraging  shipper  routings  that  would 
result  in  the  operating  carrier  receiving 
a  longer  haul. 

(7)  Local  industries  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  use  the  branch  line,  even  if 
it  means  shifting  tonnage  from  a  pre¬ 
ferred  mode. 

(8)  An  industrial  development  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  bring  about  a  greater 
diversification  of  traffic  on  the  lines 
should  be  pursued. 

(9)  The  use  of  team  tracks  should  also 
be  encouraged. 

Reductions  in  railroad  costs.  All  pos¬ 
sibilities  for  reducing  costs  of  (Hierations 
on  the  lines  should  be  explored.  TTie 
following  actions  should  be  considered; 

(1)  Meetings  should  be  held  with  the 
operating  railroads,  organized  labor, 
and  other  interested  parties  to  examine 
whether  special  labor  agreements  may 
be  negotiated  which  might  result  in 
lower  operating  costs  and  grea^r  pro¬ 
ductivity  in  the  service  of  the  branch 
lines.  Among  the  things  to  be  considered 
would  be:  crew  size  reductions;  local 
operating/work  rule  modifications;  and 
crew  assignments  on  main-line  and 
yard  terminal  operations.  The  parties 
should  also  explore  ways  in  which  costs 
could  be  reduced  by  such  actions  as 
sharing  clerical  responsibilities. 

(2)  The  State  could  assume  respon¬ 
sibility  for  vegetation  control  programs 
near  highway  crossings;  maintenance 
of  highway  grade  crossings;  installa¬ 
tion  of  highway  crossing  protection; 
and  other  high  maintenance  cost  items. 
Individual  commxmitles,  with  or  with¬ 
out  State  assistance,  could  assume 
shared  responsibility  for  such  programs. 
The  State  could  also  arrange  for  a  re¬ 
duction  of  highway  grade  crossings. 

(3)  The  State,  the  operating  railroads 
and  interested  parties  should  also  seek 
to  arrange  for  those  levels  of  service 
over  a  line  which  would  encourage  rail 
usage. 

Acquisitions  by  other  railroads  andlor 
government  entities.  Besides  subsidizing 
light-density  lines  directly  or  indirectly, 
the  State  should  always  consider  pur¬ 
chasing  some  of  the  lines  in  order  to  con¬ 
tinue  needed  rail  service.  The  concept 
of  State-owned  railroads  is  neither  a  new 
nor  novel  approach.  Tlie  States  of 
Georgia,  North  Carolina  and  Vermont 
have  owned  and  leased  rail  lines  for  many 


years.**  Many  individuals  expect  more 
States  to  adopt  this  course  in  the  future; 
however,  the  long-term  financial  com¬ 
mitments  involved  in  this  approach  may 
not  be  imiversally  s^pealing. 

In  considering  whether  to  purchase  a 
line,  the  State  must  consider  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  and  the  rent,  to  be  paid  to 
the  State  for  use  of  the  line.  The  salvage 
value  of  the  line,  assuming  abandonment, 
should  be  the  upper  limit  of  its  purchase 
price;  rent  shoiild  be  based  on  the  traffic 
volume  generated.  Any  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  rental  costs  and  the  cost  of 
maintaining  the  line  and  the  return  the 
State  coxild  have  earned  on  the  fimds 
(through  other  projects) ,  in  effect  would 
represent  the  subsidy  for  the  operation 
of  the  branch  line. 

After  purchasing  a  line,  the  State 
could  lease  the  line  to  a  rail  carrier  for 
a  specified  level  of  service.  This  proce¬ 
dure  would  assure  service  in  instances 
where  the  rsdlroad  was  xmcertain  about 
the  duration  of  operating  assstance  from 
a  State  or  had  failed  to  adequately  fore¬ 
cast  future  traffic  levels.  The  State  may 
wish  to  take  an  equity  position  in  the 
case  of  several  branch  lines  to  improve 
its  bargaining  position  in  negotiations 
with  rail  carrier  management  with  re¬ 
spect  to  service  levels  on  other  branch 
lines.  It  is  important  to  recognize  that 
unless  a  State  purchase/ lease-back  or 
purchase/contract  for  services  allows 
a  savings  on  the  maintenance  or  rehabil¬ 
itation  costs  of  a  line,  there  is  little  to 
recommend  it.  In  other  words,  a  truly 
uneconomic  line  will  not  change  its 
performance  as  a  result  of  a  change  in 
ownership. 

If  a  State  purchased  a  line  and  con¬ 
tracted  for  services,  it  would  be  in  the 
transportation  business  and  have  a  direct 
role  in  the  determination  of  freight  rates 
over  its  portion  of  the  lines.  Such  an 
arrangement  could  be  handled  in  two 
ways:  the  State  could  contract  with  Con- 
rail  or  another  carrier  for  a  specific 
level  of  service  on  the  branch  line  and 
in  turn,  sell  that  service  to  users;  or 
the  State  could  publish  a  set  of  tariffs 
and  negotiate  the  division  of  revenue 
as  well  as  the  price  that  Cohrail  or  an- 
oher  carrier  could  charge  for  providing 
service  over  the  branch  line. 

The  acquisition  of  lines  by  local  mu¬ 
nicipalities  is  also  a  possibility.  There 
are  at  least  three  known  municipally 
operated  lines  in  the  United  States,  e.g., 
the  Belfast  and  Moose  Head  Lake 
(B&ML)  in  east  central  Maine,  the  City 
of  Prineville  Railway  in  central  Oregon, 
and  the  railway  of  the  municipality  of 
east  Troy.”  There  have  been  a  few  others 
in  the  past,  but  their  experience  is  not 
of  general  significance.  All  three  roads 
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connect  the  owning  municipality,  which 
has  no  other  railroad,  with  a  main  line. 
By  far  the  oldest  of  the  lines  is  the 
BliML;  it  was  inc<Hix>rated  in  1887  and 
completed  in  1870.  In  his  in-depth  study 
of  these  three  municipal  railroads,  John 
Due  reached  the  f (lowing  conclusicms: 

(DA  municipal  government  can  with¬ 
out  question  (iterate  a  railroad  effec¬ 
tively  and  efficiently. 

(2)  The  operation  of  these  lines  has 
offered  substantial  benefits  to  the  com¬ 
munities  served  by  aiding  economic  de- 
veliHiment.  This  is  particularly  apparent 
with  Prineville,  which  would  likely  have 
dwindled  to  a  small  town  without  the 
railroad. 

(3)  The  Prineville  experience  shows 
clearly  the  possibility  of  keeping  a  line 
operating  in  severe  depression  when  it 
might  have  been  abandoned  by  a  pri¬ 
vate  company,  to  the  long-range  detri¬ 
ment  of  the  c<Hnmunity. 

(4)  The  experience  shows  that  com¬ 
petent  management  can  be'  obtained 
with  municipal  operation,  but  at  times 
with  some  problems  of  city  council- 
management  relati(Hiships. 

(5)  Municipal  (^ration  does  not  nec¬ 
essarily  Involve  political  interference 
with  personnel  selection  and  manage¬ 
ment. 

(6)  Municipal  operation  permits  ad¬ 
justment  of  railway  policy  in  terms  of 
the  interests  of  overall  community  devel¬ 
opment. 

(7)  Operation  of  a  railway  as  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  a  city  government  offers 
the  great  advantage  to  the  community 
of  freedom  from  Federal  income  taxes — 
'and  possibly  some  state  taxes. 

(8)  Deficits  of  a  mimicipal  system  can 
be  met  directly  by  the  shippers  and  res¬ 
idents  of  the  cwnmunity,  the  external 
benefits  from  retention  of  service  thus 
being  internalized. 

Another  alternative  to  maintain  rail 
service  would  be  ownership  by  groups  of 
local  shippers,  employees,  or  other  rail 
carriers.  Under  such  an  arrangement, 
the  owners  might  lease  the  line  to  Con- 
rail  or  some  other  carrier  and  contract 
for  desired  service  levels.  The  local  group 
^ght  also  decide  to  operate  the  branch 
line  as  a  shortline  railroad;  however,  it 
must  be  recognized  that  the  assumption 
behind  all  such  proposals  is  that  the  new 
owners  can  operate  the  line  at  lower  cost 
or  generate  more  traffic  revenues  than 
the  prior  rail  management.  In  these 
types  of  proposals,  lower  costs  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  result  from  “improved”  labor 
conditions  and  the  use  of  different  tech¬ 
niques  for  maintenance  and  operation. 
Some  shortlines  have  operated  with  less 
restrictive  labor  rules,  but  unless  better 
service  levels  result,  it  cannot  be  as¬ 
sumed  that  local  businesses,  even  with  a 
Qnancial  interest  in  the  railroad,  will  as¬ 
sure  greater  freight  revenues  and  profits. 
Short  line  revenues,  to  a  large  extent, 
depend  upon  the  rate  divisiems  or  freight 
absorption  worked  out  with  the  main  line 
carriers,  and  the  feasibility  of  such  own¬ 
ership  proposals  must  be  examined  with 
care.  There  is  an  advantage  in  placing 
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the  responsibility  and  control  in  the 
charge  of  those  who  benefit  most  di¬ 
rectly  from  the  preservation  of  the  serv¬ 
ice.  However,  it  must  be  realized  that  in 
many  cases  these  are  small  businesses 
and  their  managements  simply  may  not 
be  capable  of  running  their  business  and 
a  railroad  at  the  same  time.  It  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  State  might  have  to  play 
a  significant  role  in  freight  rate  negotia¬ 
tions  and  be  ready  with  subsidy  if  the 
operation  failed.  Such  failure  would  ob¬ 
viously  reflect  on  the  financial  viability 
of  the  owners  of  the  branch  line  and 
could  result  in  the  failure  of  the  firms  in¬ 
volved  and  economic  catastrophe  for  the 
entire  region. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  State  may  use 
Federal  funds  under  the  RRR  Act,  as 
amended,  to  purchase  the  lines  or  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  their  operation  and  rehabilita¬ 
tion  to  FRA  Class  I  standards  through 
accelerated  maintenance.  The  State  can¬ 
not  do  both.  In  other  words,  once  a  State 
-uses  the  funds  to  purchase  a  line,  it  can 
no  longer  receive  Federal  funds  for  the 
operation  or  the  rehabilitation  of  that 
line.  Therefore,  it  would  be  to  the  State’s 
advantage,  whenever  it  decides  that  it 
wants  to  acquire  a  line,  to  postpone  ac¬ 
quisition  until  the  line  has  been  reha¬ 
bilitated. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  in  some 
cases,  it  may  prove  cheaper  in  the  long 
run  for  a  State  to  rehabilitate  the  line 
and  actually  give  that  line  to  a  profitable 
railroad,  then  for  the  State  to  continue 
to  participate  in  paying  for  subsidized 
operations  over  that  line. 

One  other  alternative  that  should  be 
considered  by  the  State  is  the  preseva- 
tion  of  rights-of-way.  If  a  decision  is 
made  with  regard  to  a  particular  line 
that  no  combination  of  actions  can  rea¬ 
sonably  be  expected  to  make  operation  of 
the  line  economical,  the  State  must  con¬ 
sider  whettier  the  line  should  be  pre¬ 
served  for  the  future.  A  State  may  have 
quite  distinct  interests  in  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  a  right-of-way  and  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  operations  over  it.  Even  if  a  riidit- 
of-way  has  little  present  potential,  its 
dismantling  coiild  have  a  serious  future 
impact  on  the  area  in  which  it  is  located. 
Furthermore,  as  energy  costs  increase 
in  the  futiire,  motor  carriers  may  lose 
their  competitive  advantage  in  serving 
industries  located  on  some  of  the  light- 
density  lines,  and  many  of  the  costs  and 
service  disadvantages  of  these  liner,  may 
decline. 


^  Economic  development  programs  to 
attract  rail-dependent  industries.  Every 
possible  effort  should  be  expended  to  at¬ 
tract  rail-dependent  industries  to  light- 
density  lines.  Essential  to  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  such  a  goal  is  the  r^iabilitation 
of  the  lines,  since  new  industries  will  not 
even  consider  locating  on  a  line  which 
is  not  up  to  at  least  PHA  Class  I  stand¬ 
ards.  Even  when  a  line  is  in  good  con- 
ditiem,  however,  the  competition  to  at¬ 
tract  industries  is  extreme.*  As  David 
Richmond,  the  Economic  Development 
Director  of  thfe  Columbus  Area  Chamber 
of  Commerce  (Indiana)  pointed  out, 
“While  some  3,500  new  industrial  plants 
are  built  each  year,  16,000  development 
groups  are  at  woric  trying  to  liu’e 
them.”  *  It  should  also  be  recognized  that 
while  available  rail  transportation  -is  an 
important  criterion  in  site  selection,  it 
is  only  one  of  many  and  in  a  number  of 
cases  is  actually  the  least  important.  In 
discussing  the  U.S.  Steel  Corporation’s 
decision  to  locate  a  major  steel  mill  in 
Conneaut,  Ohio,  Eliot  Jane  way  made  the 
following  observation 


“  The  recent  estshUshment  of  a  Volkswagen 
“Babbit”  assembly  plant  at  New  Stanton, 
Pennsylvania,  is  a  classic  example  of  the 
lengths  to  which  development  groups  wiU  go 
to  secure  Industries.  The  reported  initial 
package  of  incentives  offered  Volkswagen  in¬ 
cluded  the  following: 

The  company  would  be  exempts  from 
franchise  and  realty  transfer  taxes. 

The  Pennsylvania  Industrial  Development 
Authority  would  grant  a  $4o  mUlion  loan  to 
buy  an  unused  Clhrysler  Corporation  plant  for 
the  auto  firm  to  lease. 

The  State  would  spend  $30  million  on  high¬ 
way  and  rail  links  to  the  plant. 

The  State  would  waive  95  percent  of  local 
taxes  the  first  two  years  and  50  percent  the 
'foUowing  two  years. 

The  State  would  arrange  for  employee 
training. 

The  State  would,  provide  a  $135  million 
tooling  loan  (Volkswagen  decided  later  to 
do  its  own  financing  on  this  proposal  when 
negotiations  with  Pennsylvania  became 
snagged) . 

Source:  “Rabbits  In  The  Cabbage  Patch", 
The  Wall  Street  Journal,  Vol.  CLXXXVni, 
No.  6.  August  17,  1076,  p.  18;  "OOP  Study 
Queries  VW  Plant  Figures”,  The  Washing¬ 
ton  Star,  No.  275,  October  1,  1976,  p.  <3-6; 
Terry  P.  Brown,  “VW  Delays  Start-Up  Date 
At  Its  Facility  in  New  Stanton;  Parts  Prob¬ 
lems  Develop”,  The  Wall  Street  Journal,  Vol. 
CLXXXVIII,  No.  68,  October  6, 1976,  p.  2. 

**  David  Richmond  "Americans  Battle  For 
Indvistry”,  The  Republic,  June  18,  1076,  p.  A- 
1. 


*  *  *  The  consideration  that  stamps 
Conneaut,  Ohio  as  a  growth  center  of  the 
future  is  neither  accidental  nor  whimsical. 

Conneaut  will  be  a  major  steel  mill  center 
because  it  already  is  a  minor  water  shipping 
point.  The  day  has  long  since  passed  when 
cheap  rail  transportation  costs  invited  ma¬ 
jor  industrial  facilities  to  locate  Inland. 

Nowadays  the  pressure  to  cut  the  cost  of 
handling  basic  bulk  materials  dictates  the 
choice  of  coastal  sites  for  major  industrial 
faculties.*^ 

It  should  be  further  noted  that  some 
of  the  methods  listed  earlier  that  could 
be  employed  to  keep  an  excluded  line  in 
service,  such  as  a  rail  patron  surcharge, 
may  discourage  new  industries  from  lo¬ 
cating  on  that  line.  All  other  factors  be¬ 
ing  equal,  a  decision  by  a  prospective  rail 
user  to  locate  on  a  rail  line  excluded 
from  Conrail  generally  involves  a  much 
higher  risk  than  a  similar  decision  to  lo¬ 
cate  on  a  profitable  railroad. 

Line-by-Line  Analysis 

VSRA  Line  No.  142:  Octoraro  Second¬ 
ary  Track.  The  Octoraro  Secondary 
Track,  formerly  part  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad,  extends  northeast  fnxn  Colora, 
Maryland  (milepost  59.7)  through  Rising 
Sun  (milepost  57.1),  and  Sylmar,  Mary¬ 
land  (milepost  54.2)  to  Wawa,  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  The  State  of  Maryland  re¬ 
quested  the  RSPO  to  analyze  only  that 
portion  of  the  Octoraro  Secimdary  Track 
that  extends  from  Colora  to  the  Mary¬ 
land/Pennsylvania  Border,  a  distance  of 
5.5  miles.  Ihat  portion  of  the  line  which 
is  located  in  Maryland  serves  portions  of 
Cecil  County.  At  me  time  the  line  ex¬ 
tended  southwest  from  Colora  to  a  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Columbia  and  Port  De¬ 
posit  line  of  Conrail  at  Rocks  Junctlm, 
Maryland;  the  line  was  also  connected  at 
one  time  to  the  Bainbrldge  Naval  Station. 
Both  of  these  portiems  of  the  line  were 
abandmed  several  years  ago.  USRA  Line 
No.  142  has  not  been  in  cqieration  In 
Maryland  since,  Septmiber  9,  1971,  as  a 
result  of  washouts  on  both  the  Pezm- 
sylvania  and  Maryland  portions  of  the 
line.  The  line  has  been  acquired  by  the 
Southeastern  Pennsylvania  Transporta¬ 
tion  Authority  (SEPTA),  and  the  SUte 
of  Maryland  is  presently  seeking  Federal 
funds  so  that  Cecil  Coun^  may  acquire 
the  Maryland  portion  of  the  line  from 
SEPTA. 


"Eliot  Janeway,  “U.8.  Steel  Bets  Against 
Inflation”,  The  Washington  Star,  July  7, 1976, 
p.  A-19. 
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Figure  1:  USRA  Line  No.  142 


The  Octoraro  Secondary  Track  serves 
an  area  of  northeastern  Maryland  which 
Is  primarily  aericnltural  and  rural  in 
nature.  It  is  characterized  by  a  number 
of  small  towns  which  serve  as  trad¬ 
ing  centers  fen-  the  sinrounding  area. 
None  of  the  towns  served  by  the 
Colora-Sylmar  line  were  analyzed  in  the 
1970  Census  of  Population,  and  none  is 
of  sufficient  size  and  market  area  to  sup¬ 
port  a  relatively  extensive  non-agriciil- 
tural  sector.  However,  Cecil  Coimty  con¬ 
stitutes  the  western-most  portion  of  the 
Wilmington,  Delaware  SMSA  and,  there¬ 
fore,  benefits  from  some  of  the  growth 
in  and  around  Wilmington.  Although  the 
County  does  lie  within  the  Wilmington 
SMSA,  only  19.9  percent  of  its  popula¬ 
tion  was  classified  as  urban  in  1970.  The 
1970  non-agrlcultural  labor  force  in  Cecil 
County  was  18,390  persiuis  of  which  32.1 
percent  were  employed  in  manufactur¬ 
ing,  15.8  percent  in  wholesale  and  retail 
trade,  8.3  percent  in  the  construction  in¬ 
dustry,  and  5  percent  in  the  service  sec¬ 
tor.  Although  no  single  manufacturing 
industry  dominated  employment,  the 
following  industries  were  all  well  repre¬ 
sented:  apparel  and  textile  products, 
chemicals  and  All  allied  products,  pri¬ 


mary  metals,  fabricated  metals,  electric 
and  electronic  equipmei^. 

Oeographically,  the  County  lies  at  the 
edge  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau,  and  has 
s<nne  rolling  hiUs  in  its  northwestern 
quadrant. 

.The  State  of  Maryland,  local  rail  pa¬ 
trons  and  information  received  from  the 
Pmn  Central  during  the  railroad  re¬ 
structuring  in  1974  provided  the  Rl^*0 
Project  Team  with  a  list  of  18  firms  that 
were  alleged  to  have  used  the  Colora- 
Sylmar  line.  Of  these  18  firms,  two  were 
no  longer  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
RSPO  Project  Team  was  interviewing, 
and  local  officials  and  rail  patrons  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  three 
other  firms.  An  additional  firm  was 
not  contacted  since  it  was  essentially 
a  retail  used  car  dealer.  The  remain¬ 
ing  12  firms  were  judged  capitble  of 
generating  carload  business  and  were 
Interviewed  by  the  RSPO  Project  Team. 
The  other  businesses  in  these  towns  are 
almost  exclusively  small  commercial  and 
retail  establishments  that  rely  on  motor 
carriers  to  handle  their  predominantly 
small  shipments. 

Of  the  12  firms  interviewed,  two  firms 
stated  that  they  had  never  used  the  rail¬ 


road  and  have  no  intention  of  using  it 
in  the  future.  Two  firms  indicated  that 
they  last  used  the  railroad  in  1952  and 
1961,  respectively,  and  have  no  Intention 
of  using  it  in  the  future.  Pour  firms 
claimed  they  were  active  users  but  do 
not  expect  to  use  the  line  in  the  future: 
one  of  these  firms  was  trying  to  sell  its 
business.  One  firm  was  an  active  rail 
user  until  1971.  but  the  future  iise  of 
any  rail  service  by  the  firm  was  undeter¬ 
minable.  Two  firms  are  presently  using 
Conrall’s  team  track  facilities  at  Perry- 
ville;  one  erf  these  firms  doubts  that  it 
would  ever  use  a  reactivated  Colora- 
Sylmar  line.  One  of  the  larger  active 
users  of  the  line  in  1971  is  now  making 
extensive  use  of  alternative  transporta¬ 
tion  modes. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO  Proj¬ 
ect  Team  revealed  the  fcrflowing  basic 
facts  about  this  line:  (1)  the  area  lacks 
any  major  rail-oriented  industries;  (2) 
a  number  of  former  users  of  this  line 
have  either  gone  out  of  business  or  re¬ 
located  since  the  closure  of  the  line  in 
1971;  (3)  appreciable  business  expansion 
plans  for  the  12  firms  interviewed  are 
essentially  non-existent;  (4)  historical 
traffic  patterns  of  the  line  reflect  the 
area’s  basic  agricultural/rural  concen¬ 
tration;  (5)  future  traffic  projections  by 
various  individuals  was  neither  realistic 
nor  substantiated;  (6)  current  potential 
rail  users  would  simply  be  imable  to  sup¬ 
port  a  viable  railroad  operation;  (7)  the 
railroad  plant  is  badly  deteriorated;  (8) 
a  number  of  firms  have  already  success¬ 
fully  shifted  traffic  to  other  modes  or 
railheads;  and  (9)  the  line  “stub  ends” 
into  a  non-viable  area. 

Conclusions 

At  this  point  in  time,  USRA  Line  No. 
142  does  not  have  sufficient  available  or 
potential  rail  users  in  the  vicinity  to 
economically  justify  the  resumption  (rf 
service  on  the  line.  However,  the  line  has 
potential  value  either  as  a  Pennsylvania- 
Maryland  commuter  line  or  as  an  access 
line  to  the  defunct  Bainbridge  Naval 
Station  property  in  Port  Deposit,  which 
has  some  potential  for  industrial  de¬ 
velopment. 

USRA  Line  No.  145:  Northern  Central 
Branch.  The  Northern  Central  Branch, 
formerly  part  of  the  Pennsylvania  Rail¬ 
road,  extends  directly  north  from  Balti- 
m(HV,  Maryland  (milepost  1.0)  through 
CTockeysvllle  (milepost  14.7),  Phoenix 
(milepost  17.5),  Spcuics  (milepost  19.5), 
Glencoe  (mUep^  20.4),  Monkton  (mile¬ 
post  23.0),  White  Hall  (milepost  26.5) . 
Parkton  (milepost  28.7),  Bentley  Springs 
(milepost  31.5),  and  Freeland,  Maryland 
(milepost  34.3)  to  York,  Pennsylvania. 
ITie  State  of  Maryland  requested  the 
RSPO  to  analyze  only  that  portion  of 
the  Northern  Central  Branch  that  ex¬ 
tends  from  Coclceysville  (milepost  14.7) 
to  the  Maryland/Pennsylvania  Border 
(milepost  35.6),  a  distance  of  20.9  miles. 
Baltimore  and  Cockeysvllle  traffic  was 
not  included  in  this  line  analysis  since 
it  is  being  served  by  Conrail.  That  por¬ 
tion  of  the  line  which  is  located  in  Mary¬ 
land  serves  portions  of  Baltimore  Cotmty. 
USRA  Line  No.  145  has  not  been  operated 
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in  Maryland  since  June,  1972,  due  to 
washouts  occasioned  by  Hurrican  Agnes; 
passenger  service  ceased  on  May  1,  1970. 
Prior  to  the  flood  damage,  the  Maryland 
portion  of  the  line,  according  to  the 
Maryland  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion,  generated  an  estimated  80-100  cars 
per  year.  The  State  of  Pennsylvania  has 
expressed  an  interest  in  preserving  the 
right-of-way  for  possible  restoration  of 
rail  service  between  Baltimore  and  Har¬ 
risburg,  as  a  “back-up  route"  for  the 
freight  and  passenger  service  now  being 
carried  over  the  Northeast  Corridor. 

Figure  2;  USRA  Line  No.  145 


The  Nwthem  Central  Branch  serves 
an  area  of  Maryland  vdiich  is  character¬ 
ized  by  a  mixed  agricultural/rural  and 
industrial  econcMny.  Hie  line  extends 
northward  through  Baltimore  County, 
which  lies  in  the  heart  of  the  Baltimore 
SMSA,  and  crosses  the  State  line  into 
Pennsylvania,  to  serve  York.  County, 
which  Is  the  cmter  of  the  York  SMSA. 
While  the  termini,  Baltimore  and  York, 
are  substantial  industrial  and  urbanized 


areas,  the  ecisting  pattern  of  land  use 
in  between  these  two  metropolitan  areas 
is  distinguished  by  moderate-density 
housing  developments  scattered  through¬ 
out  the  sector,  a  sparsely  devdoped  re¬ 
gion,  and  a  “hunt  country"  atmosphere. 
Although  there  is  some  scattered  light 
manufacturing,  the  small  towns  adjacent 
to  the  line  from  Cockeysville  to  the 
Maryland/Pennsylvania  Border  serve 
primarily  as  trading  and  distributi<m 
centers  for  the  surrounding  agricultural/ 
rural  areas.  None  of  the  Maryland  towns 
served  by  the  Northern  Central  Branch 
was  analyzed  in  the  1970  Census  of 
Population  and  nmie  is  of  sufBcient  size 
and  market  area  to  support  a  relatively 
extensive  ncmagricultural  sector. 

USRA  Line  No.  145  serves  a  geograph¬ 
ical  area  which  lies  (xi  the  eastern  edge 
of  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and  crosses 
terrain  which  varies  frtxn  gently  roll¬ 
ing  to  extremely  hilly. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  local  rail 
patrons  and  information  received  fnxn 
the  Penn  Central  during  the  railroad  re¬ 
structuring  in  1974  provided  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  with  a  list  of  seven  Arms 
that  were  alleged  to  have  used  the  North 
Central  Branch.  One  of  these  firms,  was 
no  longer  in  existence.  The  remaining 
six  firms  were  judged  capable  of  gen¬ 
erating  carload  business  and  were  in¬ 
terviewed  by  the  RSPO  Project  Team. 
The  other  businesses  in  these  towns  are 
almost  exclusively  small  commercial  and 
retail  establishments  that  rely  entirely 
on  motor  carriers  to  handle  their  pre- 
dcaninantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  six  firms  interviewed,  one  firm 
had  recently  been  purchased  by  new 
owners  who  stated  they  had  never  used 
the  railroad  and  did  not  expect  to  use  it. 
Two  firms  indicated  that  they  had  last 
used  the  railroad  in  the  early  1960’s  and 
had  no  intuition  of  using  it  in  the  future. 
One  firm  claimed  that  it  had  not  used 
the  Northern  Central  Branch  since  1967 
but  was  currently  using  team  track  fa¬ 
cilities  at  York,  Pennsylvania.  Two  firms 
were  active  rail  users  of  the  line  until 
1972  and  would  use  rail  service  again  if 
the  line  were  reactivated.  The  total  fu¬ 
ture  demand  of  the  three  firms  that  im¬ 
plied  a  preference  for  rail  service  would 
be  approximatdy  29  carloads  per  year. 

Pidd  investigations  by  the  RSPO  inj¬ 
ect  Team  revealed  the  following  basic 
faots  about  this  line:  (1)  the  area  lacks 
any  major  rail  oriented  industries;  (2) 
a  number  of  former  users  of  this  line 
have  either  gone  out  of  business  or  re¬ 
located  since  the  line  went  out  of  service 
in  1972;  (3)  appreciable  business  expan¬ 
sion  plans  for  the  six  firms  interviewed 
are  ess^tially  non-existent;  (4)  future 
traffic  projections  by  various  individuals 
was  neither  r^lstic  nor  substantiated; 
(5)  currwit  potential  rail  users  would 
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simply  be  unable  to  suppmt  a  viable  rail- 
rocul  operation;  (6)  a  number  of  firms 
have  already  successfully  shifted  traffic 
to  other  modes  or  railheads;  (7)  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  industrial  planning  or 
development  alcxig  the  entire  line  from 
Cockeysville  to  the  Maryland/Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Border;  (8)  currently,  the  line  can¬ 
not  becmne  eccmomically  viable  without 
the  inclusion  of  overhead  traffic  which  is, 
of  course,  non -captive  to  this  line;  (9) 
Baltimore  County,  because  of  a  desire  to 
protect  the  watershed  area  of  the  Balti¬ 
more  metrop(^itan  area,  has  indicated  a 
preference  to  retain  the  essentially  agri¬ 
cultural/rural  character  of  the  area  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  line;  (10)  a  light  rail  com¬ 
muter  transit  operation  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  for  that  line  segment  between 
Cockeysville  and  Baltimore;  (11)  future 
rail-oriented  indiistrial  development 
along  this  line  would  be  difficult  because 
of  the  terrain  and  flooding  problems; 
(12)  the  community  desires  to  preserve 
the  existing  pattern  of  land  use;  and  ( 13 ) 
because  of  certain  rail  operational  diffi¬ 
culties  (eurvatm^,  grades,  susceptibility 
to  flooding  and  washouts,  and  track 
configurations  in  the  Baltimore  area) ,  it 
is  doubtful  vdiether  this  line  can  handle 
large  volumes  of  traffic  economically. 

Conclusions 

At  this  point  in  time,  USRA  Line  No. 
145  does  not  have  sufficient  available  or 
potential  rail  users  in  its  vicinity  to  eco¬ 
nomically  justify  the  resiunption  of  serv¬ 
ice  on  the  line.  However,  retention  of  the 
right-of-way  may  be  desirable  in  view 
of  the  interest  expressed  by  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  for  its  retention  as  a 
“back-up”  route  for  the  Northeast  Cor¬ 
ridor.  Maryland  should  determine  if  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania  is  sufficiently  in¬ 
terested  to  share  in  the  funding  for  the 
purchase,  complete  rehabilitation  and 
operation  of  the  line. 

USRA  Line  No.  ISO:  Denton  Track. , 
The  Denton  Track,  formerly  part  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,  extends  eastward 
from  Queen  Anne,  Maryland  (milepost 
0.0),  through  Hillsboro  (milepost  0.5)  to 
Denton,  Maryland  (milepost  8.8)  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  8.8  miles.  The  State  of  Maryland 
requested  the  RSPO  to  analyze  the  en¬ 
tire  line;  the  Denton  Track  is  being  op¬ 
erated  under  subsidy  by  Conrail.  Al¬ 
though  the  line  is  primarily  located  in 
Caroline  Coimty,  short  segments  of  the 
line  are  also  located  in  Queen  Anne  and 
Talbot  Counties.  At  Queen  Anne  the  line 
connects  with  the  former  Penn  Central 
line  from  Queen  Anne  to  Queenstown 
(USRA  Line  No.  151),  which  is  now  out- 
of -service,  and  the  former  Penn  Central 
line  frmn  Easton  to  CTlifton,  Delaware 
(USRA  Line  No.  169),  which  is  being 
operated  under  subsidy. 
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Figure  3:  USRA  Line  No.  150 


The  Denton  Track  serves  an  area  of 
central  Delmarva  which  exhibits  a  mixed 
agricultural/rural  and.  to  a  limited  ex¬ 
tent,  an  Industrial  economy.  While  the 
majority  of  the  towns  In  Caroline  County 
are  relatively  small  In  size  and  serve  pri¬ 
marily  as  regional  trade  and  distribution 
centers  for  the  surrounding  agricultural/ 
rural  areas,  Denton  has  developed  manu¬ 
facturing.  service  and  trade  sectors.  None 
of  the  towns  on  or  around  the  line  was 
analyzed  in  the  1970  Census  of  Popula¬ 
tion.  According  to  both  the  1960  and  1970 
Census,  Caroline  County  experienced 
some  population  growth  during  the  past 
two  decades;  it  increased  6.7  percent 
from  1950-1960  (a  figure  held  down  by  a 
3.8  percent  out-migration)  and,  during 
the  succeeding  decade,  net  county  pop¬ 
ulation  growth  was  1.6  perc«it  (out-mi¬ 
gration  was  4  percent) .  However,  by  1975, 
the  County  population  had  increased  ap¬ 
proximately  9.3  percent  over  the  1970 
level,  to  an  estimated  21,600. 

Fourteen  percent  of  the  Jobs  in  Caro¬ 
line  County  are  In  agriculture  and  21 
percent  are  in  manufacturing.  A  decline 
in  total  manufacturing  employment  of 
six  percent  between  1965  and  1975  was 
accompanied  by  a  substantial  decrease 
in  the  County’s  dependency  on  food 
processing,  as  this  industry’s  share  of 
total  manufacturing  Jobs  fell  from  59 
percent  to  35  percent.  A  significant  plas¬ 
tics  industry  has  developed  in  the  County 
since  1965,  and  this  Industry,  by  1975, 
accounted  for  35  percent  of  total  manu¬ 
facturing  employment.  A  slight  decline 
in  manufacturing’s  share  of  total  em¬ 
ployment  is  projected  to  occur  by  1990. 

Census  data  indicate  a  County  service 
area  iriiich  is  relatively  weak  in  economic 
terms.  Non-agricultural  economic  growth 
has  been  low  over  the  past  two  decades. 


tout  of  service  *under  subsidy 

Mdiile  the  agricultural  sector  has  not  ex¬ 
hibited  very  strong  growth.  Prospects  for 
this  service  area  do  not  appear  to  be 
bright  for  the  near  futiu’e. 

Oeogrtu?hicaly,  USRA  Line  Na  150  is 
situated  in  the  only  Delmarva  County 
without  either  Atlantic  Ocean  or  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  Coastline.  The  area  served  by 
the  line  lies  entirely  on  the  Coastsd 
Plain;  it  Is  characterized  by  relatively 
flat  or  gently  rolling  topography;  and  it 
is  drained  by  the  Choptank  River. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  the  Denton 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  local  rail  patrons 
and  information  received  from  the  Penn 
Central  during  the  railroad  restructur¬ 
ing  in  1974  provided  the  RSPO  Project 
Team  with  a  list  of  19  firms  that  were 
alleged  to  have  used  the  Queen  Anne- 
Denton  line.  Of  those  19  firms,  two  were 
no  longer  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
RSPO  Project  Team  was  interviewing; 
one  was  found  to  be  located  cm  another 
Penn  Central  line;  and  one  firm  was 
listed  twice.  The  remaining  15  firms  were 
Judged  capable  of  generating  carload 
business.  'The  other  businesses  in  these 
towns  are  almost  exclusively  small  com¬ 
mercial  and  retail  establishments  that 
rely  entirely  on  motor  carriers  to  hsm- 
dle  their  predominantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  15  firms  contacted,  three  firms 
Stated  that  they  had  never  used  the  rail¬ 
road  and  have  no  Intention  of  using  it 
in  the  future.  Two  firms  indicated  that 
they  last  used  the  railroad,  in  1961  and 
1973  respectively,  and  have  no  intention 
of  using  it  in  the  future.  The  remaining 
ten  rail  patrons  are  active  users  of  the 
line;  one  of  these  firms  also  uses  the 
team  track  facilities  at  Harrington. 

Of  the  ten  firms  interviewed,  two 
stated  that  they  were  not  contemplating 
any  future  expansion,  and  two  firms 
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stated  that  their  business  was  “stable** 
(one  of  the  latter  companies  had  been 
partly  destroyed  by  fire) .  Two  companies 
claimed  that,  while  no  future  plant  ex¬ 
pansion  was  contemplated,  sales  were 
expected  to  rise.  Three  firms  expected  to 
increase  their  storage  faculties  one  firm 
would  make  no  future  prognostication. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  revealed  the  following 
bitfic  facts  about  this  line:  (1)  the  line 
has  a  limited  nrunber  of  rail  patrons  and 
commodities;  (2)  traffic  voliune  has  de¬ 
clined  to  some  extent;  (3)  the  line  gen¬ 
erates  primarily  terminating  traffic;  (4) 
much  of  the  traffic  moved  over  the  line 
is  seasonal;  (5)  historically,  a  portion  of 
the  traffic  moved  over  the  line  has  been 
non-revenue  freight,  i.e.,  cross  ties  for 
the  Penn  C^oitral;  (6)  the  continued  op¬ 
eration  of  the  line  also  depends  on  the 
continued  existence  of  the  Clayton - 
Easton  line  (USRA  Line  No.  169) ;  (7)  a 
number  of  firms  have  shifted  traffic  to 
other  modes  or  railheads.  (8)  certain 
unusual  rail  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tional  costs  are  possible  in  the  future  as 
a  result  of  the  “moveable”  railroad 
bridge  over  the  Choptank  River;  (9) 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  industrial 
planning  or  development  along  the  line; 
and  (10)  incremental  costing  can  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  this  line. 

Cost  and  revenue  figures  for  the  pe¬ 
riod  May  through  Oct(U)er,  1976  on 
USRA  Line  No.  150  have  been  combined 
with  those  of  the  CTlayton-Eastem  Line 
(see  the  anlysis  of  USRA  Line  No.  169) . 
However,  for  eleven  months  of  operation 
(April-February) ,  USRA  Line  No.  150 
generated  163  carloadSs  of  freight;  on  an 
annualized  basis  this  indicates  that  traf¬ 
fic  levels  have  fallen  to  98.3  percent  of 
the  1973  levels. 

Conclusions 

The  following  courses  of  action  should 
be  considered: 

(1)  The  option  of  operating  this  line 
as  a  short  line  railroad  owned  by  an  in¬ 
dependent  and/or  raU  patron  operator 
should  be  considered.  It  should  be  de¬ 
termined  whether  it  would  be  possible 
for  such  an  operator  to  renegotiate  rates 
with  Conrail,  based  on  cars  being  ter¬ 
minated  at  Clayton,  and  to  assess  patrons 
on  the  line  a  flat  charge  for  handling 
their  traffic  between  Clayton  and  their 
siding  or  the  nearest  team  track.  Off¬ 
track  mobile  track  equipment  of  the  type 
employed  by  the  Hillsdale  County  Rail¬ 
way  Company,  Inc.  of  Hillsdale,  Michi¬ 
gan,  to  handle  a  limited  niunber  of  cars, 
might  be  effectively  employed  on  this 
excluded  rail  line.  (The  employment  of 
this  type  of  equipment  to  serve  several 
Maryland  light-density  lines  is  a  pos¬ 
sibility.) 

(2)  Rehabilitation  of  this  line  could 
greatly  reduce  the  time  that  it  takes  to 
service  it  and  thus  reduce  the  costs  of 
its  operation. 

(3)  The  viability  of  the  line  could  be 
improved  by  upgrading  and  promoting 
the  use  of  team  track  facilities  along  the 
line. 

(4)  The  State  should  explore  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  taking  an  active  role  In  rate 
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negotiations  with  the  operating  railroad 
with  respect  to  the  movonent  of  non¬ 
revenue  crossties  over  this  line. 

(5)  The  feasibiUty  and  practicality 
of  constructing  a  connecting  track  be¬ 
tween  USRA  Lines  Nos.  151  (Queen  Anne 
to  Queenstown)  and  148  (Massey  to  Cen- 
treville)  should  be  determined.  The  ob¬ 
jective  of  constructing  such  a  connecting 
track  would  be  to  provide  continued  serv¬ 
ice  to  users  of  USRA  Lines  Nos.  150  and 
169  while  at  the  same  time  reducing  the 
total  mileage  necessary  to  provide  that 
service  (rail  service  could  be  terminated 
on  that  portion  of  USRA  Line  No.  169 
between  milepost  0.0  and  either  milepost 
28.3  or  milepost  32.4) ,  thus  improving  the 
viability  of  the  remaining  Unes  in  Caro¬ 
line,  Queene  Anne  and  Talbot  Counties.  A 
study  ^ould  be  conducted  to  determine 


The  Crlsfield  Secondary  Track  serves 
an  area  of  southeastern  Delmarva 
which  is  primarily  agricultural  and  ru¬ 
ral  in  nature.  This  portion  of  the  State 
lies  outside  any  of  the  developed  SMSA 
areas.  It  is  characterized  by  a  number 
of  small  towns  which  serve  as  trading 
cexiien  for  the  surrounding  area.  None 
of  the  towns  served .  by  the  Kings 
Creek-Chisfldd  line  is  of  sufficient  size 
and  market  area  to  si'  port  a  relatively 


the  costs  and  benefits  which  would  result 
from  implementaticm  of  this  proposal. 

USRA  Line  No.  163:  Cris field  Second¬ 
ary  Track.  The  Chisfield  Secondary 
Track,  formerly  part  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad,  extends  southeast  from  Kings 
CTreek,  Maryland  (milepost  0.0)  through 
Westover  (milepost  2.9),  Kingston  (mile¬ 
post  6.5),  Marion  (milepost  10.1),  and 
Hopewell  (milepost  13.4)  to  Crisfield, 
Maryland  (milepost  16.3),  a  distance  of 
16.3  miles.  The  State  of  Maryland  re¬ 
quested  the  RSPO  to  analyze  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  line  from  west  of  Kings  Creek 
(milepost  1.2)  to  Chrisfield  (milepost  16.3) 
a  distance  of  15.1  miles;  the  Crisfield 
Secondary  Track  is  not  presently  in  serv¬ 
ice.  The  line  is  located  in  Somerset 
County,  the  southern-most  of  Mar>iand’s 
Delmarva  Counties. 


extensive  ncm-agricultural  sector.  Of  the 
towns  on  and  aroimd  the  branch  line, 
only  Crisfield  was  of  sufficient  size  in 
1970  to  merit  an  analysis  in  the  Census 
of  Population.  According  to  the  1960  and 
1970  Census,  Somerset  CToimty  showed 
significant  declines  in  peculation  over 
the  past  two  decades.  Between  1950  and 
1960,  County  population  dropped  by  5.4 
percent,  aided  measurably  by  out¬ 
migration  of  13.1  percent.  During  the 


1960-1970  decade.  County  population  de¬ 
clined  by  3.6  percent,  again  primarily 
because  of  significant  out-migration. 
Total  County  population  in  1970  was 
18,924.  However,  by  1975,  the  County 
population  had  increased  approximately 
3.0  percent  over  the  1970  level,  to  an 
estimated  19,500.  In  1970,  26  percent  of 
Somerset’s  residents  were  employed  in 
neighboring  Counties. 

Data  presented  in  County  Business 
Patterns:  1974  gives  a  more  detailed 
analysis  of  Somerset  County  employ¬ 
ment.  At  the  time  that  report  was  pre¬ 
pared,  2,984  persons  were  holding  jobs 
in  the  County.  Of  these,  fully  half  were 
in  manufacturing  occupations;  food  and 
food  products,  lumber  and  wood  prod¬ 
ucts,  fabricated  metal  products,  and  ap¬ 
parel  and  other  textile  products  had  the 
highest  levels  of  employment.  While 
agriculture  and  the  seafood  industry 
have  b^n  the  traditional  mainstays  of 
the  County’s  economy,  activities  in 
these  sectors  have  been  either  static  or 
actually  declining.  Broilers,  canned  vege¬ 
tables,  fresh  and  frozen  fish,  crabs  and 
oysters  are  the  most  important  products 
of  S<Mnerset’s  food  processing  industry. 
Retail  and  wholesale  trade  provided  jobs 
for  only  842  persons,  while  an  additional 
259  were  employed  in  the  service  sector. 
The  picture  presented  is  clearly  that  of 
a  county  with  a  weak  non-agricultural 
sector,  with  low  levels  of  development  in 
trade  and  services,  and  virtually  no  di¬ 
versity  in  its  econimiic  bsise.  Prospects 
for  growth  in  this  area  are  not  promis¬ 
ing  in  the  near  future. 

Geographically,  the  topography  can  be 
characterized  as  being  either  fiat  or 
slightly  imdulating,  with  elevations 
above  sea-level  rarely  exceeding  50  feet. 
Much  of  the  area  is  marshland,  and  the 
Coimty  includes  several  large  islands  in 
the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  the  Chambers 
of  Commerce  of  Crisfield  and  Salisbury, 
local  rail  patrons,  and  information  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Penn  Central  during  the 
railroad  restructuring  in  1974  provided 
the  RSPO  Project  Team  with  a  list  of 
16  firms  that  were  alleged  to  have  used 
the  Kings  Creek-Crisfield  line.  Of  these 
16  firms,  one  was  no  Icmger  in  existence 
at  the  time  the  RSPO  Project  Team  in 
the  area,  and  local  officials  and  rail  pa¬ 
trons  had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  another  firm.  The  remaining  14  firms 
were  judged  capable  of  generating  car¬ 
load  business  and  were  interviewed.  The 
other  businesses  in  these  towns  are  al¬ 
most  exclusively  small  commercial  and 
retail  establishments  that  rely  entirely 
on  motor  carriers  to  handle  their  pre¬ 
dominantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  14  firms  interviewed,  three 
firms  stated  that  they  have  never  used 
the  railroad  and  have  no  intention  of 
using  it  in  the  future;  three  firms  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  have  used  the  branch 
line  in  the  past  (between  1962  and  1968) 
but  have  no  intention  of  using  it  in  the 
future:  two  firms  claimed  that  they  last 
used  the  railroad,  in  1960  and  1966,  re¬ 
spectively,  but  could  "possibly”  use  rail 
service  in  the  future;  one  firm,  which  has 
not  used  the  railroad  in  the  past,  stated 


Figure  4:  USRA  Line  No.  163 
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Figure  5:  USRA  line  Nb.  169 


that  it  expects  to  use  it  in  the  future, 
if  service  was  resumed;  and  five  firms  in¬ 
dicated  that  they  were  active  users  of  the 
line  (one  of  these  firms  was  tnring  to  sell 
its  business) .  Builders  Mart.  Mrs.  Paul’s 
and  Stewart  Petroleum,  all  located  in 
or  near  Crlsfield.  were  the  only  c(Mnpa- 
nies  projecting  business  expansion  that 
could  mean  potential  rail  business. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  revealed  the  following 
basic  facts  about  this  line:  (1)  the  area 
lacks  any  major  rail-oriented  industries; 
(2)  a  number  of  former  users  of  this  line 
have  either  gone  out  of  business  or  re¬ 
located  since  1973;  (3)  recent  historical 
traffic  patterns  of  the  line  refiect  the 
area’s  basic  agricultural/rural  concen¬ 
tration;  (4)  there  are  not  enough  poten- 
titd  rail  users  at  the  present  time  to  sup¬ 
port  a  viable  railroad  operation;  (5)  a 
number  of  firms  have  already  success¬ 
fully  shifted  traffic  to  other  modes  of 
railheads;  (6)  the  line  has  a  limited 
number  of  rail  patrons  and  commodi¬ 
ties;  (7)  traffic  volume  was  on  the  de¬ 
cline  when  service  was  terminated;  (8) 
the  line  generated  primarily  terminat¬ 
ing  traffic;  and  (9)  the  railroad  plant  is 
deteriorate. 

Conclusions 

At  this  point  in  time,  there  are  not 
enough  available  or  potential  rail  users 
in  the  vicinity  to  economically  Justify 
the  resiunptiiMi  of  service  on  this  line. 
However,  preservation  of  the  right-of- 
way  may  be  desirable  in  view  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Annemessex  Maritime  (deepwater 
port)  and  Industrial  Complex.  ’The  par¬ 
ties  involved  need,  and  should  be  ac¬ 
corded,  a  reasonable  amount  of  time  to 
negotiate  and  execute  this  proposal. 

USRA  Line  No.  169:  Oxford  Secondary 
Track.  The  Oxford  Seccmdary  Track, 
formerly  part  of  the  Pennsylvania  Rail¬ 
road,  extends  southwestward  from  Clay¬ 
ton,  Delaware  (milepost  0.0)  through 
Kenton  (milepost  4.5),  Hartly  (milepost 
9.5),  Marydel  on  the  Delaware/Mary¬ 
land  Border  (milepost  13.9),  Henderson, 
Maryland  (milepost  16.5),  Goldsboro 
(milepost  19.6).  Greensboro  (milepost 
23.7),  Ridgely  (milepost  .28.3).  Queen 
Anne  (milepost  32.4),  Cordova  (milepost 
36.1)  and  (Thapel  (mUepost  39.0)  to 
Easton,  Maryland  (milepost  45.3),  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  45.3  miles.  ’The  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  requested  the  RSPO  to  analyze  that 
portion  of  the  line  within  the  State  of 
Maryland.  The  Oxford  Secondary  Track 
is  being  operated  imder  subsidy  by  Con- 
rail.  There  are  no  rail  patrons  on  the  line 
between  Clayton,  Delaware  (milepost 
0.0)  and  the  Delaware-Maryland  border 
(milepost  13.7).  The  line  is  located  in 
Kent  County,  Delaware  and  Caroline 
and  Talbot  Counties  in  Maryland  (a 
short  segment  of  the  line  also  extends 
into  Queen  Anne  County  in  Maryland). 
The  line  connects  at  Queen  Anne  with 
the  former  Penn  Central  line  from 
Queenstown  to  Denton  (USRA  Line  Nos. 
150  and  151). 


The  Oxford  Secondary  Track  serves 
an  area. of  central  Delmarva  which  is 
primarily  agricultural  and  rural  in  na¬ 
ture;  however,  the  area  has  a  few  gov¬ 
ernmental  and  industrial  centers.  While 
the  majority  of  the  towns  in  both  Caro¬ 
line  and  ’Talbot  Counties  are  relatively 
small  in  size  and  serv3  primarily  as  re¬ 
gional  trade  and  distribution  centers  for 


the  surroimdlng  areas,  Denton  (see 
USRA  Line  No.  150)  and  Easton  have 
developed  manufacturing,  service  and 
trade  sectors.  With  the  exception  of 
Easton,  none  of  the  towns  on  or  around 
the  line  was  analyzed  in  the  1970  Census 
of  Peculation.  According  to  Uie  1960 
Census,  population  in  Talbot  County  in¬ 
creased  by  (mly  11.1  percent  between 
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1950  and  1960,  with  virtually  no  in- 
migratioa.  In  the  subsequent  decsule, 
however,  p<H>ulatk>n  increase  was  9.8 
percent,  aided  by  in-migration  of  4.8 
percent.  For  comparative  purposes,  it 
may  be  noted  that  State  population 
growth  between  1960  and  1970  was  26.5 
percent.  Talbot  County  population  in 
1970  was  23,682  persons,  of  whom  28.8 
percent  were  classified  as  urban.  Median 
age  in  the  County  was  35.2  years,  indicat¬ 
ing  a  relatively  older  population  than 
average.  Caroline  Coimty  showed  only 
slightly  higher  population  growth  (for  a 
brief  discussion  of  the  economic  base 
analysis  of  Caroline  County  see  USRA 
Line  No.  150).  By  1975,  Talbot  County 
peculation  had  increased  approximately 
7.7  percent  over  1970  levels,  to  an  es¬ 
timated  25,500;  Easton’s  population  in 
1970  was  6,809. 

The  1970  non-agricultural  labor  force 
in  Talbot  County  was  10,197  persons,  of 
whom  2.5  percent  were  tmemployed  at 
that  time.  The  relatively  low  level  of 
non-agricultural  development  in  the 
County  is  indicated  by  the  distribution 
of  employment  in  1970.  At  that  time, 
(Hily  16.7  percent  of  workers  in  the 
County  had  jobs  in  manufacturing.  In 
contrast,  21.6  percent  were  employed  in 
trade.  11.6  percent  in  services,  10.0  per¬ 
cent  in  construction,  and  11.0  percoit 
in  government.  Remaining  workers  were 
spread  rather  equally  over  other  occu¬ 
pational  categories.  A  more  detailed  view 
of  emplojnnent  is  provided  by  data  in 
County  Business  Patterns:  1974,  which 
shows  that  the  food  and  food  processing 
industry  was  by  far  the  largest  employer 
in  the  manufacturing  category,  followed 
by  printing  and  publishing.  Other  manu¬ 
facturing  categories  represented  in¬ 
cluded  apparel  and  textile  products, 
electric  and  electronic  equipment,  and 
transportation  equipment.  Relative  em- 
pio3unent  in  manufacturing  is  projected 
to  decline  slightly  by  1990  in  Talbot 
Coimty.  The  wholesale  and  retail  trade 
and  the  services  sectors  reported  posi¬ 
tive  and  growing  levels  of  employment. 
Data  thus  depict  the  non-ag^ultural 
sector  in  Talbot  County  as  not  well  de¬ 
veloped,  with  a  limited  amount  of  manu¬ 
facturing  and  a  strong  emphasis  on 
small  trade  outlets.  Even  so,  employ¬ 
ment  in  agriculture  is  relatively  less  im¬ 
portant  to  the  economy  of  Talbot  Coimty 
than  is  typical  of  the  Delmarva 
Peninsula. 

Geographically,  the  area  served  by 
USRA  Line  No.  169  lies  entirely  on  the 
Coastal  Plain,  and  is  charact^ized  by 
relatively  low,  flat  land  with  virtually 
no  hills;  the  maximum  elevatiem,  near 
Easton,  is  72  feet  above  sea  level.  The 
County,  which  is  almost  entirely  sur¬ 
rounded  by  water,  is  bordered  by  the 
Tuckahoe  Creek  on  the  northeast,  the 
Chesapcidie  Bay  on  the  west,  and  the 
Choptank  River  on  the  south  and 
southeast. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  the  Talbot 
County  Cfliamber  oi  Coaun&rce,  local  rail 
patrcxic  and  information  received  from 
the  Penn  Cratral  during  the  railroad  re- 
etructuring  in  1974  provided  the  RSPO 


Project  Team  with  a  list  of  57  firms  that 
were  alleged  to  have  used  the  Clayton- 
Easton  line.  Of  these  57  firms,  two  were 
no  longer  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
RSPO  Project  Team  was  in  the  area, 
local  ofiQcials  and  rail  patrons  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  three  other 
firms,  and  one  firm  was  listed  twice.  The 
remaining  51  firms  were  judged  capable 
of  generating  carload  business  and  were 
contacted  by  the  PSRO  Project  Team. 
The  othCT  businesses  in  these  towns  are 
almost  exclusively  small  commercial  and 
retail  establishments  that  rely  entirely 
on  motor  carriers  to  handle  their  pre¬ 
dominantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  51  firms  contacted,  17  firms 
stated  that  they  have  never  used  the 
railroad  and  have  no  intention  of  using  it 
in  the  future;  one  company  stated  that 
it  used  the  railroad  once  but  has  no  in¬ 
tention  of  using  it  in  the  future;  two 
firms,  which  have  not  used  the  railroad 
in  the  past,  advised  that  they  could  pos¬ 
sibly  use  it  in  the  future;  nine  firms  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  have  used  the  line  in  the 
past  (between  1952  and  1976)  but  have 
no  intention  of  using  it  in  the  future;  one 
firm,  which  has  not  used  the  line  since 
1952,  plans  to  use  the  line  after  a  plant 
expansion;  and  one  firm  stated  that  it 
does  not  use  this  branch,  but  does  use 
another  Conrail  line.  The  remaining  20 
rail  patrons  are  active  users  of  the  line 
and  were  interviewed. 

Of  the  20  active  rail  patrons,  11  stated 
that  they  were  not  contemplating  any 
future  expaxision  of  their  operations;  five 
claimed  that,  although  they  did  not  con¬ 
template  any  future  plant  expansion, 
sales  were  expected  to  rise;  two  expected 
to  increase  their  storage  facilities;  and 
one  was  planning  to  build  a  new  half 
million  dollar  facility  in  Easton  by  1978. 
(^le  of  the  largest  rail  patrons  was  in  the 
process  of  reducing  its  operation  in 
Easton. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  revealed  the  following 
basic  facts  about  this  line;  (1)  the  line  is 
heavily  dependent  on  a  limited  number 
of  cemunodities  and  is  dominated  by  a 
limited  number  of  rail  patrons;  (2) 
trafllc  volume  has  declined;  (3)  the  line 
generates  primarily  terminating  traffic; 
(4)  much  of  the  traffic  moved  over  the 
line  is  seasonal;  (5)  a  number  of  firms 
have  shifted  traffic  to  other  modes  or 
railheads;  (6)  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  industrial  planning  or  development 
along  the  entire  line  from  Clasrton  to 
Easton;  (7)  with  the  exception  of  Bay- 
shore  Foods,  Inc.,  in  Easton  and  the  Pre- 
Fab  Building  Company  in  Chapel;  the 
area  lacks  any  major  rail-oriented  in¬ 
dustries;  (8)  a  number  of  former  users 
o(  this  line  have  either  gone  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  or  rel(x»ted  since  1973;  (9)  with  but 
few  exceptions,  appreciable  business  ex¬ 
pansion  by  current  rail  users  is  not  pro¬ 
jected  for  the  intermediate  period;  (10) 
the  railroad  plan  is  badly  deterlOTated; 
(11)  a  certain  amount  of  traffic  generated 
by  this  line  was  “short-haul’'  business 
for  the  Penn  Central,  i.e.,  traffic  using 
the  Cape  Charles  car  float;  (12)  of  the 


total  revmue  generated  by  the  line,  45.7 
percent  was  Penn  Central’S  share;  (13) 
the  vast  majority  of  the  freight  or^- 
nates  or  terminates  at  the  lower  end  of 
the  line;  and  (14)  part  of  the  line  is 
located  within  a  residential  area  of 
Easton. 

For  the  period  May  through  November, 
1976,  actual  train  operations  over  the 
combined  USRA  Line  Numbers  150  and 
169  resulted  in  an  operating  deficit  of 
$43,518.  For  eleven  months  of  operation 
(April-February)  USRA  Line  No.  169 
generated  707  carloads  of  freight;  on 
an  annualized  basis  this  indicates  that 
traffic  levels  has  fallen  to  61.0  percent 
of  the  1973  levels. 

Conclusions 

At  this  point  in  time,  and  under  the 
present  conditions,  USRA  Line  No.  169 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  likely  candidate 
for  immediate  non-subsidized  operation. 
However,  the  line  is  not  totally  without 
economic  viability,  and  a  number  of 
actions  could  be  pursued  to  enhance  the 
prospects  for  its  continued  operation  and 
to  improve  its  viability.  The  following 
possible  courses  of  action  are  suggested: 

(1)  The  option  of  operating  the  line 
as  a  short  line  railroad  owned  by  an 
independent  and/or  rail  patron  opera¬ 
tor  should  be  explored.  It  should  be  de¬ 
termined  whether  it  would  be  possible 
for  such  an  operation  to  renegotiate  rates 
with  Conrail,  based  on  the  cars  being 
terminated  at  Clayton,  and  to  assess 
patrons  on  the  line  a  fiat  charge  for 
handling  their  traffic  between  Clayton 
and  their  siding  or  the  nearest  team 
track. 

(2)  Rehabilitation  of  this  line  could 
greatly  reduce  the  time  that  it  takes  to 
service  it  and  thus  reduce  the  costs  of 
its  operation. 

(3)  The  viability  of  the  line  could  be 
improved  by  upgnuUng  and  promoting 
the  use  of  team  track  facilities  along  the 
line. 

(4)  Hie  feasibility  and  practicality  of 
constructing  a  connecting  track  betweei 
USRA  Lines  Nos.  151  (Queen  Anne  to 
Queenstown)  and  148  (Massey  to  Ontre- 
vllle)  should  be  determined.  The  objec¬ 
tive  of  constructing  such  a  connecting 
track  would  be  to  provide  continued  serv¬ 
ice  to  users  of  USRA  Lines  Nos.  150  and 
169  while  at  the  same  time  reducing  the 
total  mileage  necessary  to  provide  that 
service  (rail  service  could  be  terminated 
on  that  portion  of  USRA  Line  No.  169 
between  milepost  0.0  and  either  milepost 
28.3  or  milep()st  32.4) ,  thus  improving  the 
viability  of  the  r«naining  lines  in  Caro¬ 
line,  Queen  Anne  and  Talbot  Counties.  A 
study  should  be  conducted  to  determine 
the  costs  and  benefits  which  would  result 
frcHn  implemaitati(«i  of  this  proposal. 

USRA  Line  So.  198:  Frederick  Sec¬ 
ondary  Track.  The  Frederick  Sec(mdary 
Track,  formerly  part  of  the  Penn  Cw- 
tral)  extends  southwesterly  from  York. 
Pennsylvania  (milepost  13.1)  through 
TMieytown,  Maryland  (milQKWt  46 A), 
Keymar  (milepost  51.9),  Ladiesburg 
(milepost  54.4),  New  Midway  (milepost 
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56.3 >.  LeOore  (tnil^;>06t  57.3),  Woods- 
boro  (milepost  58.4),  and  Walkersvllle 
(milepost  62.8)  to  Frederick,  Maryland 
(mil^rast  68.8).  The  State  of  Maryland 
requested  the  RSPO  to  analyze  only  that 
portion  of  the  line  that  extends  fr(»n  the 
Maryland /Pennsylvania  Border  (mile¬ 
post  41.1) ,  to  the  Mmiocacy  River  bridge 


(milepost  65.2),  which  is  slightly  south 
of  WalkoBVllle,  a  distance  ot  24.1  miles. 
At  the  present  time  this  portion  of  the 
line  is  being  operated  imder  subsidy  by 
the  Maryland  and  Poinsylvanla  Railroad 
Company.  This  portion  of  the  Frederick 
Sec(Xidary  Track  is  located  in  both 
Frederick  and  Carroll  Counties. 


Figure  6:  USPA  Tine  No.  198 


The  Frederick  Secondary  Track  serves 
an  area  of  the  State  which  has  a  mixed 
agricultural  and  indiistrlal  economy. 
Frederick  County  is  contiguous  to  both 
the  WashlngiUm.  D.C.,  and  Baltimore 
SMSA’s,  while  Carroll  is  in  the  wester- 
most  section  of  the  Baltimore  SMSA. 
Both  Frederick  and  Carr(ril  Counties 
benefit  from  their  location,  and  exhibit 
relatively  well  devel(H>ed  nmi-agrlcul- 
tural  sectors.  Census  dsd^  indicates  a 
strong,  balanced  and  growing  economy 
for  the  two  Counties  and  although  agri¬ 
culture,  primarily  dainrlng,  provides  a 
large  portimi  of  the  Income  for  county 
residents,  towns  throughout  both  Coun¬ 
ties  have  been  enjoying  significant  in¬ 
creases  in  both  manufacturing  and  serv¬ 
ice  activity.  The  ec(momy  of  the  area 
presents  a  picture  of  basic  strength  and 


may  be  expected  to  continue  in  the  same 
pattern  over  the  near  future. 

The  Census  data  for  both  Frederick 
and  Carr(^  Counties  indicate  that  sharp 
increases  in  population  occurred  in  the 
period  between  1960  and  1970.  During 
this  decade,  Carroll  County  experienced 
an  expansion  in  population  of  30.7  per¬ 
cent,  a  figure  that  includes  a  net  in- 
migration  of  s(»ne  19.9  percent.  This  in¬ 
dicates  that  there  has  been  a  strong  in¬ 
flow  of  residents  frcwn  nearby  urbcm 
areas  into  the  County.  Frederick  Coimty 
experienced  a  similar  populatimi  growth 
pattern,  with  an  18.1  ijercent  Increase  in 
the  number  of  residents,  including  a 
seven  percent  in-migration  from  nearby 
urlMin  centers.  Interestingly,  Frederick 
County  is  nuu'e  iirbanized;  32  perc^t  ot 
its  p(vulatl(m  is  classified  as  urban,  com¬ 


pared  to  (mly  10.4  paroit  in  Carroll 
County.  Both  Counties  atb  located  on  the 
eastern  e^e  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau 
and  are  characterized  by  gently  rolling 
to  very  hilly  terrain. 

Non-agricultural  employment  in  Car- 
roll  County  in  1970  was  27,994,  of  which 
2.3  percent  were  unemployed.  Of  the 
remaining  job  holders.  30.2  percent  were 
in  manufacturing,  16  percent  were  in 
trades.  5.9  percent  were  in  service.  10.6 
percent  were  in  construction  and  16.5 
percent  were  in  government.  In  Fred¬ 
erick  County,  which  had  a  1970  non- 
agricultural  work  force  of  34,763,  of 
which  2.8  percent  were  unemployed,*  the 
labor  force  was  divided  as  follows:  18.9 
percent  were  in  manufacturing.  17.8  per¬ 
cent  were  in  trades.  5.6  percent  were  in 
services,  and  21.2  percent  were  in  govern¬ 
ment. 

The  farm  population  of  Carrol  County 
in  1970  was  5,965,  a  decline  of  22.5  per¬ 
cent  from  the  1960  level.  Some  1,398 
farms,  averaging  135  acres,  were  in 
operation.  Farm  income  averaged  $2G.- 
779  per  year,  a  figure  slightly  below  the 
State  average.  In  Frederick  Coimty.  the 
1970  farm  p(H>ulation  was  5,153,  a  figure 
that  refiected  a  44.9  percent  decline  from 
the  1960  level.  There  were  1,486  farms, 
averaging  171  acres,  in  operation;  farm 
inccHne  averaged  $30,100,  slightly  higher 
than  the  State  average. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  local  rail  pa¬ 
trons  and  information  received  from  the 
Penn  Central  during  the  rail  restructur¬ 
ing  in  1974  provided  the  RSPO  Project 
Team  with  a  list  of  27  firms  that  were 
alleged  to  have  used  this  portion  of  the 
Frederick  Secondary  Track.  Of  these  27 
firms,  one  was  no  longer  in  business  at 
the  time  of  the  RSPO  Project  Team 
interviews  and  one  was  unknown  to  local 
rail  patrons.  Six  other  firms  were  not 
interviewed  because  of  their  size,  type 
of  business  or  service  rendered.  The  re¬ 
maining  19  firms  were  judged  capable 
of  generating  carload  business  and  were 
interviewed  by  the  RSPO  Project  Team. 
The  other  businesses  in  the  service  area 
are  almost  exclusively  small  commercial 
and  retail  establishments  that  rely  en¬ 
tirely  on  motor  carriers  to  handle  their 
predominantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  19  firms  interviewed,  one  indi¬ 
cated  that  it  had  never  used  rail  service 
and  had  no  intention  of  using  it  in  the 
future;  five  firms  indicated  that,  al¬ 
though  they  had  used  rail  service  in  the 
past,  they  had  no  intention  of  using  it 
in  the  future;  two  firms  indicated  that, 
although  they  had  never  used  raU  serv¬ 
ice  previously,  they  might  utilize  it  at 
some  future  date;  and  two  other  firms 
indicated  that  they  had  used  rail  service 
previously  and  might  use  it  in  the  future. 
The  remaining  nine  firms  were  active 
rail  users. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO  Proj¬ 
ect  Team  revealed  the  following  basic 
facts  about  this  line:  (1)  the  line  gen¬ 
erates  primarily  terminating  traffic;  (2) 
1973  traffic  statistics  indicate  a  heavy 
concentration  of  seasonal  agricultural 
commodities;  (3)  the  milroad  plant  is 
badly  deteriorated;  (4)  there  was  no  evi- 
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Figure  7:  USRA  Line  No,  199 


dence  of  any  Industrial  planning  or  de> 
velopment  along  the  entire  line;  (5)  of 
the  nine  active  rail  users,  only  three  were 
planning  expansions  in  their  facilities; 
(6)  of  the  total  revenue  generated  by  the 
line  in  1973,  64.3  percent  was  received 
by  the  Penn  Central;  (7)  the  majority 
of  the  traffic  originates  or  terminates  at 
the  lower  end  of  the  line;  (8)  traffic 
volume  has  declined;  (9)  a  number  of 
firms  have  shifted  traffic  to  other  modes 
or  railheads;  and  (10)  the  area  lacks 
any  major  rail-oriented  industries. 

For  the  period  July  through  Septem¬ 
ber,  1976,  actual  train  operation  over 
both  the  Maryland  and  Pennsylvania 
portions  of  the  line  generated  an  operat¬ 
ing  deficit  of  $59,286.  A  breakdown  of 
costs  between  the  Maryland  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  porticms  is  currmtly  not  avail¬ 
able;  however,  of  the  32.2  miles  of  the 
line  operated  imder  subsidy,  24.1  miles 
lie  within  the  State  of  Maryland.  During 
the  period  from  July  to  December,  1976, 
71  carloads  were  originated  or  termi¬ 
nated  on  the  Maryland-  portion  of  the 
line,  generating  a  total  of  $4,740  in  rev¬ 
enue.  The  carload  data  indicates  that,  on 
an  annualized  basis,  traffic  on  the  Mary¬ 
land  porticxi  of  the  line  dropped  to  28.2 
percent  of  the  1973  levels. 

Conclusions 

At  this  time,  under  present  conditions, 
USRA  Line  No.  198  does  not  appear  to 
be  a  likely  candidate  for  ncm-suteidized 
operation.  Continued  service  by  the 
Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
appears  to  be  the  most  cost-efficient 
method  of  operation  presently  available. 
However,  rehabilitation  of  the  line  could 
reduce  the  time  that  it  takes  to  service 
it  and  thus  reduce  the  cost  of  its  opera- ^ 
tion.  In  addition,  the  viability  of  the  line' 
could  probably  be  improved  by  upgrad¬ 
ing  the  team  track  facilities  at  Taney- 
town,  Woodsboro  and  Walkersville  and 
promoting  their  use. 

’  USRA  Line  No.  199:  Frederick  Second- 
ary  Track.  The  State  of  Maryland  re¬ 
quested  that  the  RSPO  analyze  this  ex¬ 
tension  of  USRA  Line  No.  198  from  mile¬ 
post  65.2  (the  Monocacy  River  bridge)  to 
milepost  68.8  (Frederick).  This  segment 
of  the  line  is  presently  out  of  service  be¬ 
tween  milepost  65.2  (the  Monocacy 
River  bridge)  and  milepost  67.8  (Thomas 
Road,  in  the  City  of  Frederick) .  The  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  line  between  milepost  67.8 
and  68.8  is  being  operated  by  the  Cffiessle 
System.  This  portion  of  the  line  is  located 
wholly  within  the  CTlty  of  Frederick.  In 
1970,  the  Cfity  of  Frederick  had  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  23,607.  Emplosnment  data  indi¬ 
cated  that  16.3  percent  of  the  labor  force 
was  employed  in  manufacturing,  52.4 
percent  in  various  “white  collar”  occu¬ 
pations,  and  25.2  percent  in  government 
Jobs.  (Fot  a  discussion  of  the  economic 
base  analirsis  of  Frederick  County,  see 
USRA  Line  No.  198.) 


The  State  of  Maryland,  the  Frederick 
CTbamber  of  Commerce,  local  rail  patrons 
and  information  received  from  the  Penn 
Central  during  the  rail  restructuring  in 
1974  provided  the  RSPO  Project  Team 
with  a  list  of  17  establishments  that  were 
alleged  to  have  used  this  portion  of  the 
Frederick  Secondary  Track.  Three  of 
these  establishments  were  not  inter¬ 
viewed  because  of  the  size  and  type  of 
business  or  service  rendered.  One  firm 
was  no  longer  in  business  at  the  time  of 
the  interviews,  and  one  firm  was  un¬ 
known  to  local  rail  patrons.  The'remain- 
ing  12  firms  were  judged  capable  of  gen¬ 
erating  carload  business  and  were  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  RSPO  Project  Team.  TTie 
other  businesses  in  the  service  area  are 
almost  exclusively  small  commercial  and 
retail  establishments  that  rely  entirely 
on  motor  carriers  to  handle  their  pre¬ 
dominantly  small  shipments. 

Of  the  12  firms  interviewed,  two  stated 
they  had  never  used  rail  service  and  had 
no  intention  of  using  it  in  the  future; 
three  firms  Indicated  that,  although 
they  bad  used  rail  service  previously. 


they  had  no' intention  of  using  it  in  the 
future;  and  one  firm  Indicated  that,  al¬ 
though  it  had  used  the  line  previously, 
it  was  currently  utilizing  rail  service  at 
another  location.  The  remaining  six 
firms  were  active  rail  patrons. 

Field  investigations  by  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  revealed  the  following 
basic  facts  about  this  line:  (1)  the  line 
generates  primarily  terminating  traffic, 
(2)  with  but  few.  exceptions,  current  rail 
users  do  not  have  any  appreciable  busi¬ 
ness  expansion  plans  for  the  interme¬ 
diate  period,  (3)  there  was  no  evidence 
of  any  Industrial  planning  or  develop¬ 
ment  along  this  portion  of  the  line,  (4) 
the  portion  of  the  line  that  is  in  service 
is  located  in  the  middle  of  East  Street, 
in  a  congested  section  of  Frederick,  and 
(5)  the  railroad  plant  needs  rehabilita¬ 
tion. 

For  the  period  April  through  June 
1976  actual  train  operations  over  this 
portkm  of  the  line  generated  a  net  posi¬ 
tive  contribution  of  $11,030.  However, 
this  amount  does  not  reflect  any  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  bankrupt  estate  for  the  re- 
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turn  on  the  valuation  of  the  prwerty. 
For  nine  months  of  operation  (April 
through  December)  a  total  of  152  car¬ 
loads  originated  or  terminated  on  this 
line. 

Conclusions 

The  line  has  been  operated  in  the  same 
manner  since  1972.  It  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  whether,  if  the  line  were  rehabili¬ 
tated.  purchased  and  -transferred  or 
made  available  to  the  Chessie  System, 
Chessie  would  be  willing  to  serve  patrons 
on  the  line  without  the  benefit  of  a 
subsidy  payment.  If  service  is  to  be  con¬ 
tinued  on  this  line,  this  coiuse  of  action 
might  prove  less  costly  in  the  l(xig  run 
than  continued  operation  of  the  line 
under  subsidy. 


It  should  also  be  determined  whether 
there  is  any  need  for  the  right-of-way 
between  Thcunas  Road  and  the  Mo- 
nocacy  River  bridge  to  be  preserved. 

VSRA  Line  No.  676:  Mardela  Track. 
The  Mardela  Track,  formerly  part  of 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  extends 
northwesterly  from  the  Delmarva  main 
line  (milepost  42.1)  in  Salisbury,  Mary¬ 
land,  to  Hebron  (milepost  35.2).  The 
portion  of  this  line  from  the  Delmarva 
main  line  to  milepost  40.8  is  included  in 
Conrail.  Hie  portion  of  the  line  from 
milepost  40.8  to  35.2,  a  distance  of  5.6 
miles,  is  being  served  by  Conrail  under 
the  subsidy  program;  it  is  this  portion 
of  the  line  which  is  being  analyzed  at 
the  request  of  the  State  of  Maryland. 
The  line  is  located  in  Wiccnnico  County. 


Figure  8;  USRAi  Line  No.  676 


/ 

The  Mardela  Track  serves  an  area  of 
south-central  Delmarva  which  has  a 
mixed  agricultural/ rural  and  industrial 
economy.  While  the  majority  of  the 
townegional  trade  and  distribution  cen¬ 
ters  for  the  surrounding  agricultural/ 
rural  areas,  Salisbury  has  developed  rel¬ 
atively  significant  manufacturing,  serv¬ 
ice  and  trade  sectors.  None  of  the  towns 
on  or  aroimd  the  line  was  analyzed  in 
the  1970  Census  of  Population.  According 
to  both  the  1960  and  1970  Census.  Wi- 
ctunlco  County  has  experienced  a  signifi¬ 
cant  Increase  in  pop^tion  since  1950. 
During  the  1950-1960  decade.  Wicomico 
population  increased  by  23.7  percent, 
helped  by  in-mlgratlon  of  9.2  percent. 
Growth  slowed  during  the  1960-1970 
decade  to  10.6  percent,  with  a  2.6  per¬ 
cent  In-mlgration.  Hie  total  County 
population  in  1970  was  54,236.  Wicomico 


*  under  subsidy 

is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  Counties  on 
the  Peninsula;  it  is  estimated  that  its 
population  exceeded  59,000  in  1975.  A 
large  proportion  of  the  County’s  resi¬ 
dents  live  in  or  near  Salisbury,  the 
County  seat  and  largest  city  (the  1970 
populatirm  was  15,236).  The  cmly  other 
significant  communities  are  Fruitland 
(the  1970  population  was  2,315)  and 
Delmar  (the  1970  population  was  1,191) ; 
both  towns  are  situated  on  the  north- 
south  U.S.  Route  13.  within  10  miles  M 
Salisbury.  Hie  predominantly  agricul¬ 
tural  nature  of  the  County  was  indicated 
by  the  fact  that,  in  1970,  only  28.1  po-- 
cent  of  the  population  was  classified  as 
urban. 

The  1970  non-agricultural  labor  force 
in  Wicomico  County  amounted  to  23,420 
persons,  of  whmn  3.3  percent  were  un¬ 
employed  at  that  time;  This  figure  is  al- 


FEOERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  42,  NO.  75 — TUESDAY,  APRIL  19,  1977 


20419 


20420 


NOTICES 


most  identical  with  the  State  unempl<^- 
ment  average.  Of  those  employed,  equal 
percentages  of  24.4  were  in  manufactur¬ 
ing  and  wholesale  and  retail  trade;  7.2 
percent  were  in  service  industries,  7.2 
percent  in  construction,  and  14.5  percent 
in  government  activity.  The  remaining 
workers  were  spread  rather  equally  over 
a  wide  variety  of  employment  categories. 

Data  presented  in  County  Business 
Patterns:  1974  present  a  more  detailed 
analysis  of  employment  in  Wicomico 
County.  At  that  time,  21,196  persons  were 
reported  as  being  employed,  with  5,941 
working  in  the  manufacturing  sector.  Al¬ 
most  half  of  the  manufacturing  jobs 
were  in  the  food  and  food  products  in¬ 
dustry.  This  sector  is  dominated  by  food 
processing,  which  provided  over  half  the 
jobs  in  1975,-  a  higher  degree  of  concen¬ 
tration  than  existed  in  1965.  Of  all  Pen¬ 
insula  Counties,  Wicomico  was  second 
only  to  Sussex  County ,  Delaware,  in 
broiler  production  in  1969.  Other  impor¬ 
tant  manufacturing  employment  sources 
were  aiH^arel  and  textile  products,  fab¬ 
ricated  metal  products,  and  printing  and 
publishing.  Retail  and  wholesale  trade 
together  employed  more  workers  than 
did  manufacturing,  indicating  the  strong 
importance  of  the  smaller  trade  centers 
within  the  County.  Trans|X)rtation  and 
public  utilities  employed  1,791  wcH-kers. 
while  the  service  sector  provided  jobs  for 
3,482.  Overall,  the  Coimty  presents  a  pic¬ 
ture  of  a  relatively  balanced  economy, 
with  manufacturing  holding  a  significant 
but  not  dominant  position. 

Economic  activity  in  the  County  is,  of 
course,  strongly  influenced  by  Wicomico’s 
strategic  location  at  the  center  of  the 
Peninsula.  Salisbury,  at  the  intersection 
of  two  major  highways,  has  become  a 
regionsJ  trade  center,  and  'employment 
in  this  sector  accoimted  for  over  28  per¬ 
cent  of  total  employment  in  the  County 
in  1975. 

Geographically,  the  County  is  located 
on  the  Coastal  Plain,  with  frontage  on 
the  Chesapeake  Bay.  The  topography  can 
be  characterized  as  being  flat  or  gently 
rolling,  with  an  average  elevation  of  40 
feet  above  sea  level. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  the  Salisbury 
Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  local  rail 
patrons  and  informaticm  received  from 
the  Penn  Central  during  the  railroad  re¬ 
structuring  in  1974  provided  the  RSPO 
Project  Team  with  a  list  of  five  firms 
that  were  alleged  to  have  used  the  Salls- 
bury-Hebron  line.  One  of  these  five  firms 
stated  that  it  had  been  an  active  user  of 
the  line  until  1973  but  had  no  intention  of 
using  it  in  the  future.  The  other  four 
firms  are  active  users  of  the  line;  there 
are  no  other  ctMnpanies  on  or  around  the 
branch. 

Field  Investigations  by  the  RSPO  Proj¬ 
ect  Team  revealed  the  f(rilowing  basic 
facts  about  this  line:  (1)  a  number  of 
firms  have  already  successfully  shifted 


traffic  to  other  modes  or  railheafls;  (2) 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  industrial 
development  along  the  line;  <3)  the  line 
has  a  limited  number  of  rail  patrmis  and 
commodities;  (4)  traffic  volume  has  de¬ 
clined;  (5)  the  .line  generates  primarily 
terminating '  traffic;  (6)  incremental 
costing  can  be  applied  to  this  line;  (7) 
traffic  generated  by  the  line  was  predom¬ 
inantly  “short-haul"  business  for  the 
Penn  Central,  i.e.,  the  prepixiderance  of 
the  traffic  moves  over  the  Cape  Charles 
car  fioat;  <8)  of  the  total  revenue  gen¬ 
erated  by  the  line  only  33.9  percent  was 
Penn  Central’s  share;  (9)  the  costing 
methodology  applied  to  this  line  may  not 
be  appropriate;  and  (10)  although  car¬ 
loads  have  declined,  this  small  line  seg¬ 
ment  still  generates  a  significant  amount 
of  freight. 

For  the  period  May  through  Novem¬ 
ber,  1976,  actual  train  operations  over 
the  Salisbury  to  Hebron  line  segment  re¬ 
sulted  in  an  operating  surplus  of  $3,580. 
For  eleven  months  of  operation  (April- 
February)  the  line  generated  573  car¬ 
loads  of  freight;  on  an  annualized  basis 
this  indicated  that  traffic  levels  have 
fallen  to  71.8  percent  of  the  1973  levels. 

Conclusions 

At  tliis  time,  USRA  Line  No.  676  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  a  likely  candidate  for  non- 
subsidized  operation.  In  view  of  the 
present  economic  viability  of  the  line  and 
its  potential,  it  is  incumbent  upon  all  the 
parties  involved  to  re-convene,  imder 
State  auspices,  to  discuss  the  possible 
future  inclusion  of  this  line  within  the 
Conrail  System.  Should  the  parties  be 
unable  to  reach  a  mutually  acceptable 
agreement,  the  following  actions  should 
be  considered: 

<  1 )  In  view  of  the  projected  economic 
and  physical  growth  of  the  Salisbury 
metropolitan  area,  ownership  of  the  prop¬ 
erty,  by  either  the  State  or  the  local  com¬ 
munity,  would  se«i\  to  be  a  desirable 
alternative. 

(2)  The  option  of  operating  this  line 
as  a  short  line  railroad  owned  by  an  in¬ 
dependent  and/or  rail  patron  operator 
should  be  considered.  It  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  whether  it  would  be  possible  for 
such  an  c^ierator  to  renegotiate  rates 
with  Conrail,  based  on  cars  being  ter¬ 
minated  at  milepost  40.8,  and  to  assess 
patrons  on  the  line  a  fiat  charge  for  han¬ 
dling  their  traffic  between  milepost  40.8 
and  their  siding  or.  the  nearest  team 
track.  Off-track  mobile  track  equipment 
of  the  type  employed  by  the  Hillsdale 
County  Railway  Company,  Inc.  of  Hills¬ 
dale,  Michigan  to  handle  a  limited  num¬ 
ber  of  cars  might  be  effectively  employed 
on  this  line. 

(3)  Rehabilitation  of  the  Une  could  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  its  operation.  . 

(4)  Team  track  facilities  along  the  line 
(^er  potential  revenues  and  consequoitly 
they  should  be  upgraded  and  their  use 
should  be  pitMnoted. 
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Appendix  A 


Maiyland Department  of  Jiansportation 

Office.of  ttie  Secretary 


Marvin  Mendel 
Oovamor 

Harry  R.  Hughes 
Secretary 


April  15,  1976 


Mr.  Allan  Fitzwater,  Director 
Rail  Services  Planning  Office 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
1900  L  Street,  N.  W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20036 

Dear  Mr.  Fitzwater; 

Under  the  provisions  of  Section  205(e)  (2)  of  the  Regional 
Rail  Reorganization  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  please  prepare  and  • 
publish  an  evaluation  of  the  economic  viability  of  the  following 
light  density  rail  lines  in  Maryland: 


USRA  line  No.  198  -  North  of  Frederick  to  the  Pennsylvania 
Border 

USRA  line  No.  199  -  Frederick  to  the  Monocacy  River 
USRA  line  No.  145  -  Cockeysville  to  the  Pennsylvania 
Border 

USRA  line  No.  142  -  Colora  to  the  Pennsylvania  Border 

USRA.  line  Ho.  169  -  Easton  to  Cl ay ton, Del aware 

USRA  line  No.  150  -  Queen  Anne  to  Denton 

USRA  line  No.  676  -  Hebron  to  Salisbury 

USRA  line  No,  163  -  West  of  Kings  Creek  to  Crisfield 


Contact  should  be  made  with  David  Wagner,  Manager  of  the 
Department's- Rail  Systems  Group,  who  will  provide  assistance 
to  the  extent  necessary. 


HRH:jh 

cc;  Robert  J,  Taylor,  Delaware  Dept,  of 
Highways  and  Transportation 
E.L.  Tennyson,  Deputy  Secretary 
Local  and  Area  Transportation 
Pennsylvania  Dept,  of  Transportation 

[FR  Doc.77-11210  Filed  4-18-77;8:45  am] 
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